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IDENTIFIERS 

ABSTRACT ^ . ' ' 

In 1973-7U, Tennessee Technological Oniversity 
developed and implemented a model for systematic "data gathering and 
for making evaluations of their programs in teacher education* During 
1976-77^ four distinct groups of subjects participated in this 
longitudinal study. Basic instrumentation an^ procedures were pilot 
t-ested^ dutinq the' first year of the si^udy and included: (1) 
University records; (2) principals » evaluations; (3) California 
F-^Scale; {^) a measure of the satisfaction qf.the students of the 
graduates; and (5) observation by trained observers. Descriptive 
statistics, interci'orrela.tions and comparisons w^ere computed for all 
data obtained in the study. The major findings of the study for the 
first-year subjects were gimilar to those reported in the first three 
years of. the study* Detailed comparisons across four, three, and two 
years of ^t^e study, for the individuals that entered -the project in, 
respectively, 1973^ 197U, and 1975 indicated few differences. The 
.differences that were noted were minor and,- in most cases, no 
explanation /can be offered^ for the changes, Com^parison^ were also.. 
madiB of all first-, second-, and third-year ^subjects, ftgain, only 
minor differences were noted. In summary* it appeared that the 
subjects who had been in the study for more' than one yeai? had ch\ange,d 
little. Also it appeared that those students who entered the study xin 
1976 were little different from "their counterparts who' were in ttte 
initial years. of the project. Factor analysis of data obtained with 
the classroom Observation Recced gave results similar to that 
reported in the literature. A study of the results of the California' 
F-Scale indicated that less authoritarian subjects exhibi/ted 'many of 
the characteristics of good teachers^ reported in t he. literature. 
Based on the findings of the study, several conclusions wpre' advanced 
and recommendations , made/^or ^continuation df the study, (BJB) 

■ ■ \ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
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' ' . ABSTRACT 

Ttn^lNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY TEACHER EVALUATION MODEL-YEAR JV 

1973-74 Tennessee Technological University developed and implemented 
apcd^lfar systematic data gathering and for..makihg evaluations of the 
programs in teacher education. During 1976-77 four distinct groups of 
subjects participated 'in this longitudinal study; 23, 1971, 72, or 73 
graduates; 22, 1974 graduates; 25 1975 graduates; and 26 1976 graduates. 
Detailed data were collected on* each subject by the use of standardized 
instruments administered by specially trained graduate assistants or from 
University records. Basic instrumentation and ptocedures were pilot tested 
during the first year of the study and included:. (1) University records, 
(2) principals' evaluations, (3) California F-Scale, '(4) a measure of the 
' -satisfaction of 'the students of the graduates; and (5) observation by 

trained observers. All data "obtained ' in the study were classified, .coded, 
and key; punched for analysis. Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations 
and comparisons were computed. . ^ - 

The major findings of the study for the first year subjects were similar 
,to those reported in the fifst three years of the 'study. Detailed comparisons 
across four, three and two «years of the study, for the individuals that 
enter^ the project in, respectively, 1973, 1974, and 19/7^ indicated 'few 
differences. The differences that were noted were minor and in most cases 
no^ explanation can be offered for the changes. Comparisons were also made 
of all fir^t, second, and third year subjects. Again, only minor differ^ces 
.were noted. In summary, it appeared that'^the subjepts who had been. In the 
sjuidy for more than one ye^r had changed littlen."^ Also^t appeared 6hat 
tiTose students who entered the study in 19 76 were li^ttie dif f erent *f rom^ . ' 
.their counterparts that were in the initial years of the^ project. •F&ctor 
' analysis of data obtained with the Classroom Observation Record gave insults 
similar to that rep^tecf in the literature. A study of the results of ,'tHe 
atjministration of thV-Calif omia F-Scale ind^-cated that those subjects <^ho 
abpeared to. be less authoritarian exhibited' many of " the characterist;ics^of ^ 
good teachers reported in the liteTtature. Based on the finds of the. study, 
several conclusions were advanced and recommendations made for continuation 
of the s/udy. ^. ' . ' 
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PREFACE 



* • For the p^st seven y^ars, increasing attention has-been given^ to the 
evaluation of the graduates of the teacher preparation programs of 
Tennessee Technological University. Followup studies 'of all graduates 
have been conducted on a regular 'Ba^sis and special studies have been 
performed to provide input for the overall operation of' She progpms of 
the University,. . In order to improve the system of evaluation at the ; ^ 

institution, an intensive .longitudinal study was initiateid in the fall of * 
1973 Q!f the graduates. " ^Th is- s t:\4dy .has continued through 1976-77 utilizing, 
a modifieiS model that .was previously developed for ev^lua^ing graduates 
of teacher* education programs. Reports*of ^the results of the' application 
of the model for the period 1973-74 through I975r76 are* contained in, 
respectively. Reports 74-4', 75-4 and 76-1 available from the Office of the 
Associate. Dean 'of the College of Education. ' ' * • 

The purpose of this preset repdrt is to present the fin4ings of the 
fourth year of the -apprication of the Tennessee Technological tJnivetsity ^ 
Teaciier Evaluation Model. In turn, this report will be utilized in providing ^» 
input^into the total system of* teacher education at the University. This 
report is by no means complete; however, it will serve .to inform'the reader' 
of the basic' procedures used and the preliminary finding^ of the fourth year 
of the.stujdy." Jn order to conserve paper, only essential l^nforraat-ion has 
bieen provided. ' . . . ,\ ^ 

»• • * . ' 

The longitudinal study has received considerable attention from 
individuals at'oth^r ins titutions' in^not only the United S.tates but sev^al 
^foreign countries. Therefore, this report contains *a. summary bt'ti^e results 
of the first three y?ar3 of th,e operatfon of th.e model, a ;ii^ting of other ^ 
reports that are related to the study. and copies of the* instrumentation 
.employed with the model (Supplement). Thi^ report should provide the v • 

neces 
•/ 



sary information for an institution to replic^^ the study. / 



^The author of this report is indebte'd^to the efforts, of ^several ' 
individuals that have been extensively involved in wqrking witb 'the prpject 
during the past year. These intfcividuals include: Hazel A.^ Simcox, Graduate 
"^Assistant; Jeannle L. Smith, Graduate Assistant; Dale A. Hullander, Graduate 

• Assistant; Tom -Ladd,' Graduate As3i^ant; Linda H. Carroll, Secretary^ 

Sharon A. Heard, Secretary; Glehda S. Quails, Analyst; ^nd Dr. John D. Jhomas, 
Associate Prpfessor of Educational i?sychology and Counselor Education. In 
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CHAPTER I 



INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURES 



Beginning in 1970, with the creation of -the Office of the Adrainis-?,- 
tirativfe Assistant for Special Services and continued by the Of fiqes- of the / ' 
Assistant to the Dean aftd Associate. Dean^ a series pf separate studies was 
begdn related to the evaluation qf students .enrolled in ^nd graduafiCs- of 
the teacher education programs of T^nea^ee Technological University. The 
research has been' systemaVrc and designed Jto ra^et^ Standards' 5. :P and G-5.1 ' 
established by the National. Council for Accreditation of Ifeach en Education, 
as well as to answer such questions as course effectiveness, the'-proper 
sequence of courses factors related to achievement, success of 'the "grad- 
uates after entering the teaching "profession, better methods of instruction^ ' * 
and the degree of achievement of the stated competqn.cies of the teacher • 
'education program. . It ^shaiild^'be noted that there are companion studies ^ * 

designed to evaluate tKe programs designed to prepare sc^iool service 
personnel at the M.A. dnd Ed.S. levels (see Appendix A).* 

The works of Sandef Ur' ^d Adams (1,2,3) .have led fco the development of * 
a model (Tennessee Technological University^ Teacher 'Evafuation Model) ^f or' • ^ 
the evaliration of graduates o*f the programs of -the University designed to 
prepare teachers at'* the* bachelor 's and master's levels (4>. During 1973-74^* 
the Evaluation Model was implemented and continued during 1974-75, and 1975-76 f 
with funds available from th^^btidget of the College of ^Education of the • , 
University. The resi^lts of -tfi^ applicatieTn of \:J]e model were summarized in 
Reports 74-4., 74-5, arfd 76^-1 '(5, ^,'7) . . ' - ' / 



The' fourth year the application pf the Eyaluation Model was initiated 
in the fall of 1976. The Remainder of this, chaptej describe^ the purposes 
of, the fourth year of the operation of the model 5ind limitations and • 
the procedures used ih condjjicting *the majoc phases of ^he stddy.' Chapters 
II knd'III 'contain presentations and interpretations of ' the data fbt the- - 
.currenf year of the study and Comp^ri^oh^ with earlier 3jears. Chapter IV 
describes. the results of several special studies that have been conducted •. 
as a part of ^the study. Chapter V contains a summary, conclusions,' and ' * 
• ^ recommendations and tentative plans fo/r continuation of ^he study during . 

1977-78. Appendix A contains 'a siamilfary of. all of\the' evaluative studies '* \ 
. that h^ve. beefn conducted as a t)are of the efforts of the Office of the - 

Associate Dean and Appendi-x B (Supplement) contains a3pies of apd directiona 
for the use of ^selecfed instruments^ that. have been employed in conjiihction, 
, , with implementation of the model. ' - . ' 

Purposes * \ " ' *' ' 

The purposes of^ the ^ study ' tha t are reported in this document include 
the following: ^ ' . - ' • * ^ 

* ■ . m . . . • 

, (. Jl . 
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To proylde^ InJormation for faculty and aaministrat^s 
concerned' with teacher education programs at Tennessee ^ 
Technological University in making decisions pertinent 
to curriculum evaluation and development. > \ 

To aid in the process *of making long-range plans for 
improving the total program of the University with' ' . 

particular emphasis on the teacher education programs. ° . 

To* continue the development 'and refinement of the Tennessee. 
Technological University Teacher Evaluation -Model. 

Specific objectives to be accomplished as a part' of this study wejre' as 



follows: 

* • * ' * - ' ' 

],v To continue studying in a longititdifiial manner those sub jepfs who 
had previously participafed in the-application of the Model (1973- 

• > 74 through '1975-76). , ^ ■ 

_ 2. To provide a 'descriptive profi]!fe of a sample of 1976 graduates 

o-f the teacher education programs of Xennessea Technological r 
University/'^ 



3. To determine relationships ajnong selected variables that^were - 

measured, as a pai<t dt the total "Study. v. . . 

' . ♦ *" i * , ' 

^4, To provide comparisons between the graduates ^of the teacher 

education programs of Tennessee Technological University with'^thpse 
who might be considered as effective teachers as, defined in the 
original literature ofejreaoher education: 

5. To provide effective dissemination of .rirelevant -research 3ata . to ^ 
th^ Taculty anU^administration of .the. University associated with 
the teacher eciucation programs. ^ 

6. 'To I>rovlde Information and Suggestions f or ^^urriculum Evaluation 
' and development b^sed on empirical^'.research ''^d'ata, ^ 



"^S. continue to evaluate the procedures employed in the^study an.d' 
• to make long-range plans, for tnodif ications' and refinement, of the 
\ basic Evaluation Model.'^ ' ' > ^ i ' 

-Llmijra felons . v J i - ^ ^ * 

" . '"^ ^ ^"'''^ ^ • 

, The- general limitations' for this study aije as follows and* are primarily 
concerned with^ ^amplir% techniques: . ^ ^ , '^'^ » 

'1. Subjects for the study wer^ individuals who were 1976 graduates of 
a bachelor's or ^master's level program » at Tenn^8see£,Technol6gicai 
^University designed to prepare them as teachers or they^ were 
individuals who participated in the paat three years^ of' the study. 



1. Subjects were teaching* in the State of Tennessee within a 100- ^ 
mile 'radius Cookeville, Tennessee. (Approximately 70 percent 
*• of all graduates of the teacher education programs of the 
University, that are teachlngr, reside within fche specified 
geographical limits of the study.) 

. 3.^ The subjects volunteered to participate in the study. 

4. The principals and superintendents ^der whom the subject worked 
agreed that the graduate could participate in the study. 

5. The sample size^ of 1973, 1974 and 1975 graduates were reduced . 
by about one-third due to attrition from the teaching profession 

or moving out of the geographical limits of * the study. Therefore, ; 

the findings 'of the study' may be limited in their applicability tq 

'the population of graduates from the University and also other 

institution^. '/ 
I * 
« Limitations 1 through" 4 above were imposed in order to make the study 
more f easible^egarding the followup of the subjects. Voluntary partici-^^— ^ 
pation was ^eerats^ Jiecessary due to the extensive collection of data and 
dii^ to the cooperation required from the subjects for classrooijuobservations 
and completion of forms. The limitation of ^ 100-mile radius. of Cookevii;ie, 
Tennessee, .was necessary because of the limited travel, funds available and 
the time availal}le for the research assistants to Visit in the classrooms 
of the participatii^g subjects. 

1^ Procedure 

The purpcJB6 of thife sectioia^is to provide the reader with a , brief 
deJscription of the procedures employed in collecting data utilized in this 
study. This section is concerned Specifically with selection of subjects, 
implementation of the study, .training of staff and methods o5 data 
collection and analyses. Figure 1 shows a ^ERT chart of the major activities 
of the project from September, 1976 through June, 1977. In order to conserve 
space the reader is referred "to Reports 74-4 > 75-4 and 76-1* (5 ,.6, 7) or 
Appendix B (seTected issues of r^ort) for a more complete d^sciSf^iption of 
such topics as instrumentation and training- of .observers. 

Selection "of Subjects- . ' * ' * *^ 

Four groups of subj-ects participated in the H^l^^-ll phase of the pro- 
ject. The f^rfft; group of individuals (1971^ 1972, and* 1973 graduates) was 
participating in the project far the fourth year, 'while the second group 
(1974 graduates)\was participating i^or the second year. The thircf and fourth 
groups consiisted Of those individuals that received either tjie ?.S. or M.A. " 
in, respe.ctively, 1975 or 1976.. Table 1 show^ a sunmary of the number of 
individuals (by year of graduation) participating in each pliase of the- 
study, and. Table 2 shows a summary of * the grade' level in which the subjects 
were'-teaching* during 1976-77. ^ »^ « * ♦ 






"9 ■ \ ' •<[. 



9/76 



1- 4 

2- 3 
5~ 

6-7 
^-9 



1/77^ . 



4/77 

Summa ry of Activities 



■777T 



Finalize Plans for Visiting Subjects in 
1973-75 Phascs^.of Stucjy 
T^raining of Obseryers 

Cpntinuing Contact With Other* Projects » 
and Survey 0/ the Literature^ 
Survejr All 1976 Graduates 
Conduct Other Related Studies 



9-10 Prepare Reports of /Related Studies 
7-11 Select Sample of 1976 Gradu^ec. for 
■Intensive Stu^y, as Par^t of Followup 

11- 12 ^ Make School Visits on J976 Graduates 
13-14. Make School Vi^ts oh 1973-75 Graduates 

12- 15 Complete Reporter and Submit ' 

15 Begin Making- Plans for 1977-78 Phase of 



Study 



Figure 1. PERT Chart of Majqr Activities for 1^76-77. 
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Table 1 



Number* o? Subjects by Year of Graduation Participating 
In Eacb Phase of Study , 



Ph^ae of Study 19 7 (J ' 197 1972 1973 1974 1975* 1976 - Total 



19.73-74 



0/6* 6/12 . 0/19 ylB, 



1974- 75 **. o/s 6/l2§, 4/b 16/.3S^^ " — / 20/65 

1975- 76 •** 0/6 0/12 0/8 ' 8/18 12/32 ^0/76 

1916-11.' ** 0/5 0/12 0/6 ^ 6/15 5/20 5/21 167/9 



**No. m:a-4/n6. b.s. 
** Dropped *from Stu^y by original design. 



. ^ ' Table 2 • ^ ' 

Saii5>le FolStntensive Followup ^976-77** 



Year, 




K 


: 

1-3 




4-7 


8-12** 


SPED 


' Total 


'1971 




0/1 


. 0/0 




0/1, 


0/3 " 


0/0 


« 


•1972 




0/4 


0/0 




0/2 


0/3^-' 0/2 


oAi 


0/12' . . 


1973 


- 1/1 


0/3 




0/0 


^■\0/l 
t- . 


0/0 


. 1/5* 


1974 . 




2/5 


0/2 


0/1 • 


1/4 ' ' 


2/3>.^^/p 


.0/0 


7/15 


1975 




2/5 


- _l/2 ' 


b/2 


1/6 ■ 


0/2 1/2 


0/1 


• 5/20" ' 


1976 . 




p/1 


0/6 




2/2 0/3 


0/3 

* 


5/21 


TOTAL 




■5/l> 


d/13 


■2/5 


3/17 


4/10 3/11 


0/5' 


18/78 



.J^o. M-A./No. B.A. ' . 

Te^^ching ar^as: S-English, and 1 each in Science, Business, Music, 
• Mathematics, History and Physical Educfation. 



Table 3 liK)vs a summary of the reasons .and ^number of individuals fan- 
ning to participate in the 1976-77 phase'of the study. This table shows the 

- ' * * , \ ; . * 



number wlthdtawing from the study by original date of graduation from tfte • 
University. Between, 1975-76' and 1976.-77, 26 individuals withdrew; 7 indl-' ' 
vidual# (26.9 percent) felt the objectives of the' project were not coitipat- • 
able with personal .objectives, 3 individuals,...(ll. 5 percent) mo^ed'-into - " 
non-teachdng positions in the schools, 6 individuals (23.1 percent) left " 
the teaching profession and 10 individuals (38. 5 percent) gave no reason , 
or could not be located. Mhe overall attrition between the two years' was 
26 individuals or 3'7.1 percent.. This figure is comparable with the level 
of attrition between the first and second and second pnd' third years of the 
sttfiy (6,7)-. . . , . ' ^ 



Table 3 



Reasons and. Number of Individuals Dropping out of Study F.rom' 
1975-76 to 1976-77 (By Year of Graduation From University) 

y -.: - — ■ 



' -Reason 




1972 


- 

1973 


197A 


1975 ■ 


Total' 


Felt Objectives of Project • 
W^re not Comparable with - 
Personal Objectives » 


0 


0' 


0 ^ 


• 

2' 


5 


7 


Moved into Non-teaching 
Position in Schools 


; 

1 


■ 0 


1 


1 


0" 


3 


Left Teaching Profession 


0 


■ 0 ' 


•ft 

1 




5 


6 • '' 


No Reason 4 


6 


' 1 


0' 


' \ 

0 




3 


Unable to* Locate (No Respoiise * 
to Questionnaire^, 'Phone Calls 
or No Forwarding Address at 
Post Office) 


* 

' 0 


■ 9 


• "'° f 


0 • 


7 


«7 


Total 


.1 • 


1 

4f 




3 


19 


1^ 



. As a part of the>outin,e followup af*ivities of the Office of the 
Associate Dean, all 19 76 graduates of .^the teacher educati^TpTDgrams were 
contacted in the late fall of 1976 (332 B.S. ^aduates and 106 M.A* graduates) 

As a result , of this iriitfal sufyey (8), all graduates who were teaching with- 

... ........ . 0 

&nd . 




Figure 2 shows^a map'of selected^pbrtions .of Tennessee*^ Th§ numeral^ 
within each ^couaty. indl^cate tfhe. number^ of individuals vrtio* participated in 
the study during the current year. Tab^e k shbfefe a summary of the number of 
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miles 
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Note: Locatidn of Terinessee 

Technological ^![^i^%rsity- 
Cookeville. ' 



♦Figure 2, .'Number of Participants By County in 1976-77 Phlse of Study (N=96) 
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Table -A^ ^ 



fliunbej: of Subjects 'by Date of Graduation ancj, 
TX)unty in Which Teaching in 1976-77 { 



County 



Bledso^' 

Cl^y 
A Coffee 
- ^ Cumberlaod 
\ BeKalb 

Fentress 

Jackson ' 

Knox 

"Wacon. 
' -McMinn ^ 

MOjfgan 

0.^erton 

Putnam 

Rhea . * 

Roane 

Robertson 

Riitherford ^ 

Sequatcl^ie 

Scotf 
' Smith , * 
^Van Bufen 

Warren 

White * 

Wilso/7 

' Total sV : 



^971 1972,. 1973^ 1974 



.2 
1 



1975 



76 



Total 







^ 1 






2 


1 








1 


• 1 

2 




1 


2 




1 , 


4 


1 






/ ' 3 ' 




4 




1 


1 


4 


'3 ^ 


9 






1> 


•1 


l'. 


- 3 




1 

i. 






1 


2 


1 


1 


± 


- 


1 


. 2 

2 

1 


1 




5 








2 




7 ■ 


4 


5 


20 




V 


i 


1 

\ 3 




2 

4.. 


Y 




1 






2 

• 1 
\ 3 






i 






2 






1 


- \ 


. 1 

3- 


4" 
3 


3 






- i - 

■ -5'' 


,3 


8, 








1 - ' 


7 




. 1 




. \ 


1 


2 


12 . 


6 


. 22 


. »\ 


< 

26'^'' 


96 



individuals' by year of graduation participatin&Jfroin, each\ county. V 
Insttumentation ' . * . ^ \ 

Instrumentation for the 1976-77 study was identical to. that used'^during 
the past several years of the project with the exception of the. addition, of 
the Tu^ckman .Teacher Feedback Form (9). -This instrument was added to 'tSe 
s.tudy in an effort to improve '^data gathering capabilit'ies/ The reader is 
referred to Report 74-4 (5) for more information with regard to instrumen- 
tation or to Appendix B of. the ed^Ltion of this, report containing th^ 
^sufi>lement. - " . ' \ 
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Training of Observers \ ' - ' ' ' ' 

The procedures for the training of observ^rswere' outlined in Report 
74^4 (4)i^ - Appendix B oJ those versions ♦S^ this report contain^g a 
su^lemejit explain the^ procedures - in mor^ 4s,tall. ^ y 

Collection of Data ^ - . a . • * c 



Data for this study were collected^by inail survey^^^ interviews /and 
observations in the classrooms of graduates/ * Initialiy,' a^ll^^OTbjectfs were » 
contacted by mail and dates were set for obs^rvatipnal visits bv/the 
graduate research assistants (both previous sutfj&ctS' ^d new si^Djects in 
the 'studyK These datr&6vwere verified with th4^ appropriate, jsmministrefeive 
authorities in each school and school system,"* ^ letrter explaining tl;e 
project in detail was sent to all subjects, ^rlncip^s, and superintendents. 
The subjects, their principals and superintendents ^ere invited to make 
'comments and suggestions for conducting the stTydy.- 



Eath subject was visited on al^ieast one** dtTcasion^'^by 



le ^trained 

graduate assistant* The observer spent approximately a Ifdlf day in each ^ 
subject's classroom and completed from two to si3^2p miimte periods observing 
using" a ten gategory system of interaction .analysis. • At the completion of 
all observatioi[is, the Classroom Observation .4leeord^.an0 the Tuckman Teacher 
Feedback Form were completed.. it.' - 



""^ytion of Teaching (SET) was^^ 
Thes'vlostrumeiit v^^ts^seoppleted ^y at least ■ 
While t^e students 'were jcofipleting the SET, subjects 
who were participating in the projfect f dr.the* f ;irst year con^eted the ' 
California F-Sgale. ' ' - A-, 'f . ' ' ' 



vThe appropriate version of th^^udentr 
administered during the visit* 
one class of Students. 



During the course, of the day the observer .lrit?erVl|ewed each subject with 
regard to their opinions and ideaa about the teacher gjcetparatloi^ program of 



, the University. Also, the observers asked each prl^ 
Principals Questionnaire and also the Teacher SPi^dAx 

Pertinent data such as qualitp^ point ^avet^ge 
natloK scoijes, etc. wer.e collected from the pe^ 
graduates. 

Analysis q/f Data 




\sX to^'complete the .^ 
by Supervisor Form. 
' , 
-onal Teaci\prs^ Exami- 
cords of all' 1976 , 



BasiA. descriptive and infe^i^htlal statistical metliods were us^d to 
analyze the data. • These techniques are described in more detail ^at the*^ 
appropriate points in this reporcSc * v ' - . ^ ^ 




' Summary 



In supaary this /chapter contains a brief overview odE the total operation 
of the 1976-»-77 phase/ of the longitudinal /study of the graduates of ^the 
teafcher education p/ogfams of Tennessee Technological Unlversit;^. Incl^ardecP 
in this chapter has been a summairy, statement of the major' purposes of^he 
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project,. llmJ/tat Ions of the- study and the major procedures employed In 
•conducting the study. Figure 3 shows a chart o.f the major sources of -data- 
Instrumentation employed in the evaluation of the graduates. It will be 
-noted that data was gathered from four major sources' including s^lf or 
personal, 'from, supervisors and principals,, students of the graduates ,J^nc} 
by independent observers. Included in. the chart is a listing of the major 
instruments used in gathering dftta from the four primary sources. The 
major purposes and procedures if dteTTTCOject have remained virtually 
unchanged over the past four years. o^ the study. It is felt thkt the ' 
Information available from this reppVt and the companion reporti completed 
in 1974, 19 75, and .1976 will be useful to those individuals attempting to" 
replicate this study. It should be pointed out that additional information 
and specifics related to methodology employed in this study are available 
from the Office of the Associate Dean, College of Education'. 
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Quality Pt» Average 
Nat* Teadher Exams^,'^ 
Personal it;y F-scale 
Self Ratings / Etc. 



Principal's Question!^ 
Teacher ^va^. by Sup. 
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STUDENTS 







'St. Eval, of Teach. -I 
St. Eval. of Teach. -11 



classroom Ob. Record 
Interaction Analysis 
Tuckman Teacher Feedbii^k Form 




Program Develbpmen 
and Modif-icat-ion- 



Figure 3* Summary of Sources of Dat^^^Instrumentati^n and^Use of Data* 
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CHAPTER, II , • . ^ ' ' 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA,' 1976 B.S GRADUATES 

^ Chapter II contains a presentation and-^nalysls of data for those 
Individuals who received the B.S. in ]L976 and w^e in their first year of 
the study* Because pf the irestricterf size of the sample (N=5), nV attempt 
was made to summarize the data' gathered .on the 1976'M*A. g%iuates in the 
study. Means, standard deviations, frequency counts, corrMRions and • • 
apTpropriate statistical tests are presented in tabular/f ormf or the vari- ' 
ables studied. Explanatory informatipn is included to facilitate the * 
reader's .understanding and ^us^e-ol^he report. ' 

The data are presented in ten parts with .each corresponding to a major, 
instrument used to gather information. Each section contains summary sta- 
tistics as ^ell as a discussion of t^e relevant variables that were corre- 
lated in the study. Table 5 shows an intercorrelation matrix of selected 
variables, which is applicable to the B.S. graduates* No attempt was made 
to show a complete, matrix of all variables. Only variables, significant at ^ 
or beyond the .OS^evel will be -discussed in the remainder of this report. 

An understanditig of Chapter I pf this report is essential f 6r the 
effective utilization of the remainder of the report.* Also, Reports 74-4, 
75-4 4nd 76-1 should be used as companion guides to obtain additional infor- 
mation that may be of interest to the reader. The attention of the reader 
is also called to the Appendices to this report. The Appendices contain a 
complete listing of all studies that have been conducted in' the past seven 
years that may provide additional useful information 'about the evaluation 
studies that have been conducted by the College of . Education. Selected- 
repotts contain copies of the complete instrumentation. • . , . ^ 

^. ^ Career Base Line Data 

This section contains ^ summary of prelii^inajy career base line data 
for the B.S. 1976 subjects in this study. Included in thi$ section is in- 
formation taken from each subject' s^College* transcript , and other records 
available in the College of Education of the' University"... ,In*'general, it 
appeared that the subjects in this study may have achieved slightly above \ 
the mean for ail graduates of the Co^le^e of Education. ' 

^S^Table 6 shows. a summary of the teaching level of the 21 B.S. level 
individuals. It will.be noted that almost 43 percent were teaching in the 
lower grades . ' • ^ ^ ; • ' • 

The •mean number, of years of teaching experience (including 1976-77 as 
one year) was 1.3 years and the^median years was *I.O. Some individuafs in th 
study had taught prior to completing their deg-ree and tho^e individuals that 
had taught part of the 1975-76 school year listed their experience -as Onfe 
additional year. \ ^ . * » *. 
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' IM4*rlln« Indicate* a correlation algnlf leant at orjbeyond the .05 level. 
Dccioal polnta have been ocltted. , 
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The mean quality pdint average in the major *teaching field of the grad- 
uates/was 3.39 '(SD=0.48). Thife value approximated the mean major field 
quality point average of graduates'^who had participated ^n the first three 
years of the study. The mean overall undergraduate quality point average of 
the graduates was 3.14 (SD=0.48), which also approximated that ^or partici- 
pants in the first three years of the study. 'The major field quality point' 
avferage correlated significantly with the indirect/direct teaching ratio' 
found with the- interaction analysis phase of the study. Thus, it appeared * 
that students wi'th higher quality goifit averages in their teaching field 
tended toward the use of toore indirect teaching techniques. Significant 
negative relationships were noted between the major fiel^ quality point 
average and certain factors from the Classroom Observation Record. * 

All 21 subjects had ^completed -the Ame^^ican College Test prior to 
admission to the University. Mean scores 'f9r each of the four sub- tests 
and composite score are shown in table 7. In general, the subjects had* 
achieved -scores above the mean for all students eftjrolled in teacher educa- 
tion programs and the University.^ Significant correlations wer^ noted 
between overall ACT '.scores and- the overall qual^ity point average achieved 
by the subjects and ^factors from the Classroom .Observation Record. 

' . • w . ' 

Mean scores and standard deviations achieved by *the 21 subjects on the 
National Teacher Examinations are shown in Table 8. The resX^lts indicated 
that the subjects had achieved at a slightly higher level than, individuals 
in the first tjiree years of the study. "Overall^ the subjects ranked at about 
the 40tlt percentile on the Professional Education Test, about the 45th per- 
centile on the Teaching Area Examination and the mean composite score was 
about the 50th percentile. An examination of the correlational pattern of 
scores from the NTE with selected variables (Table 5) revealed few signif-y 
icant' relationships*. * * * ^ 

General 'Inforn?atioji-T?acher Preparation Inventory 

All subjects were asked to complete a rating sheet with re"gard to certain 
courses and other areas of emphasis related to their teacher education .pror 
gram. Data were Obtained if rom ^11 21 subjects and are comparable with infor- 
mation from other studies 'of larger "numbers of graduates (&ee Appendix, for - 
complete' listing of reports). Tabi^ 9 shows the results of the survey 
conducted as. a part of this study. -This Table contains the percentage of 
^subjects ratings of each area. In general, the lowest ratings were given 
to the areas of (1) ability to work^with parents, (2) skill in maintaining* 
disciplii)e, .and (3) skill in 4^orking with ^exceptional children (the bright,-^ 
the dull, and the handicapped), -It^should be noted that these areas have 
been rated as weaknesses in other studies conducted by the University. .Also^ 
these appear ^frequently jLn studies that have been conducted at other insti-^ 
tutions of higher education. ^ ^ , 

The subjects were asked to rate the value of certain core .education 
cpurses on. a scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfactory to very unsatisfactory^. 
Table 10 shows the results of tttis/^hase of the study. The courses receiving 
the lowest ratings wefe General Reychology, Social^ Foundations of Educati'on, 
Educa'tional Psychology, and Hist^oryland Philosophy of l^^ducation* In general, 
the subjects perceiwd more value in the courses involving practical 



Table 6 ^ 
Teaching Level of B.S; Subjects (N=21) 



" i*r : = 1 

Level li 

i 

" r 




Percent 

« 


Preschool (including klndergaVten) 


- 1 


> 4.7 


Grades 1-3 




zo • p 


Non~graded lower grades 


2 










Grades 4-7 


4 


19.0 


f 

Non-graded middle school 


2 




Gtades 8-12* ' ^'^^ 


3 , 


. 14.3 • 


Special Education* 


3 


14.3 


• 







^ ■ Table 7' ^ \ , 

.American College Test Scotes for B.S. 'Graduates (N'=21) 



Subtest 



Mean 



English ^ \" 
Mathematics # _ 
Social Science 
Natural- Science 
Composite 



19^9 
17.4 
19.3 
. 20.-9 
, 19.6 



SD 



. 3.4 
6.2 
...5.6 
. 3.4 
3.5 



Table 8 



National Teacher Examinatfons Scores for B.S. Graduates (N=2D 



Table ? 



•Percentage Ratings of Selected Items Related to U^idergraduate 
Teacher Preparation Program (N=20)* 
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Test ' , . " • 

— < c ■ * ■ .1 


• Mean 






Teaching Area Examinations ^ ' 


• 632.1 • 




'54.5 • 


Professional Education Xest 


^5.5 , •• 




•31.4 


Composite Scores ' . • 


a228.8 




97. 


— -—4 ^ — ^ — 









. . , Item^ 

Your loachinq oor£(onnlity *• * * 

a. Abitity to work With rhilcfron 

b. 'AUilityt to work with coOeaguos 

« 

c. Ability to work wjth parents ^ 
Your gonerai knowledge tfnd urfderatanding of . 

a? SfioncM and Mathematics^ * \ . ^ 

b.^ Humnnities ' 

r. Social Sciences . - ^ , 

Your ability to iiso the English) language effectjvefy 

^Your knowledge ^nd understanding ofNhe subioc^s which 
you teach 

Your uhderstanding of children andTyo^th ' 
•i/. Insight into causes of behavior 

b. Sfcill in workintf with exceptional children {thQ bright, 
the<fuii, the handiqapped) > i 

c. SkiN in maintaining discipline * ' 
Your understanding of the na^ure^of the learning process . 
Your knowledge of sources of teaching materials 

Your ability to use teaching matonats effectively 

Your knowledge arid understanding of • 

p. The pyrposos of tho school in relation |o the over- all 

Putpose^of society , \ . \ * • « 

b. »The social structure of the communi.;y and its meaning for 
education 



CI c 
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0.0 
0.0 



0.0 
0.0 

JLSL 
0.0 



0^0 



0,0 
0,0 
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0.0 

15.0 

'>• •■ 

15.0 

5.0 
0.0 
10.0 



0.0 20.0 



15.0 



0.0 



0.0 



.0.0 



0.0 



•C 5 ■ , 

^ 0 5 , 

^ « 

£ o <o 
~ r. ^ 

ifl.g 

15.0 
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15.0 
15.0 

iO.O 
10.0 

5.0 



10.0 



5.B 50.0 



•5-0 0.0 65.0 



20.0- 
15.0 



0.0 • 0,0 15 ;o 



15.0 
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a 
c 






> « 




4, W) W) 






40.0 


•45.0 


4.3 


25,0 




^ .4..'} • 


35,0 


30.0 


3.8 


50.0 


20.0 




55.0 


25.0 


4.0 


45.0 


45.0 


4.3 


r40.0 


45.0 


4,3 


60,0 


35.0..^ 


4.3 

fe 


55iO 


25.0 


v4.0 


^0.0 


is.Q 




15.0 


20.0. ■ 


3.7 


50.0 


20.0 


3.9,, 


45.0 


■ 35.0 


4.2 


50.0 


35.0 


4.2 








40.0^ 


40.0 


4.3 


55.0 


2Q.n 


4.0 



SD 
0.8 



1^ 
0.8 

0.9 
0.6 



0.9 



l.i 

0.8' 

o.y 

0.7 



*Percentag^..inay not add to lOp, because of ijisiing data. 
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Table 10 

•Percentage Ratings Selected Course6 
In Undergraduate Program (N«20) 




Item 



> 

5 

u 



} 




V c 
> O 


r 

5 z 

5,%- 


t >i 

i.o'. 
- r 

Z 3 


!!-• 

V) {/> 


> 7i 


1 = 

Q *- < 


X 


'SD 






' o.o 






4 




. 6 






n. 


INTROOUCTION TO TEACHING 


. 25.0 


10.0 ■ 


.■i.n 


30 .'o 


30.0 


3.6- 


1.4 


b. 


GENERAL PSYCHOLOGV ' ^ ' 


5*0 


0.0 


, 10 .'0 


40. p 


30.0 


15.0 


3.1 


1.0 


c. 


HUMAN GROWTH AND DEVELQ^Pnt 




10.0 


. 10.0 


30, Q 


25:0 


20.0 


3.8 


1.2- 


d. 


EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOlOG/^C 


' 15.0 


5.'0 


■ ,25.0 


25,0 


15.0 ' 


15.0 


3.2 


1.5" 


e 


SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF EOUCATION 


20.0 


10.0 


• 35,0 


25-..0 


5.0 


■i.n 


2.8 


1.2 


(. 


HISTORY ANO PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION 

y 


■5.0 


20.0 


10.0 


30.0 


-15 ;0 


20.0 


■3.4 


1.3 


0- 


EVALUATION ANO^GUIOAN^E 


10.0 


10.0 


5.0 


40.^0 


3rt.o 




3.7 


1.3 


h 


METHODS COURSES 


15.0 


. 10.0 


■5.0 • 


25.0 


40.0 


3.n 


3,7 


lv,6 


1 . 


MICRO TEACHING 


15.0 


10.0 


5.0 - 


20.0 


25.0 


25.0' 


3.4 


l\ 


!• 


STUDENT TEACHING 


10.0 


0.0 


0.0 • 


0,0 

« 


J90.0 


10.0 


4.6 


1.3 



applications and less value in the theoretical courses, 
been in..evidence in other studies (see Appendix). ' 



These findings havej^ 



the subjects were asked to rate the quality of instruction in the 
College of Education. Over 70 percent rated the ^instruction' as satisfactory 
to^ very satisfactory-. However, on the negative side over 15 percent rated 
the instruction as being unsatisfactory. 

Pr'incipal Evaluations pf Subjects* 

The principal of each, subject was asked to complete^ two instruments*, 
designed ^to evaluate weaknesses and strengths of the individual. The first 
instrument COTsisted of *59 items related to the teacher education program of 
,the subjects and has been used for the paBe seven years in the evaluative 
'^efforts of the Office of the Associate' Dean. Table 11 shows the. mean ratings 
'for_ each item. No area w^s rated significantly low by the pri^ncipals. 
However, principals appeared to perceive ^ problem with those areas marked - 
with an asterisk (*). . ' 

. Principals were also -asked to complete the T6acher Evaluation by^uper- ' 
visor form. This instrument consists of four questions ^ncomiiassing the 
following areas: (a)^ subject matter competence,' (fr)-.relatlons with students, 
(c) apprpp^iatenessi of alignments, and (d) overall effectiveness. Table 12 
shows tlie mean ratifigs for each of -tfie'se ^items J[or the B.S. 'level 1976 
graduates. An examination of the correlational pattern- for the four vari- ./ 
ables with the other factors studied indicated^results similar to thode 
obtained in the past years of the study. 
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Table 11 



Means and <^tandafd Deviations of Ratings 
Selected Items by Principals XN=21) 



^'^Items , ' .* X 



|d^rst^atidlng. the goals of the School - / ^ « '4.6 

isonal Appearance* - . / * 4.7' 

Entlausiasm for the teaching profession '4.8 

Adaptability in the classroom ' 4.6 

Cooperation and dependability ^* ^ '4.8 
Attitucles 'toward children L * • 4.9 

Attitudes toward fellow te^c^ers 4.9 

'Atti|:udes toward supervisors 4,7 
Ao<Su|acy^ iQ maintaining ^official * / 

\ t^cords ancf reports ^ 4,7 
Un^^r^.tanding and using .courses of s^tudy 

, land curriculum guides ' * 4.6 

Making effective use of community resources 4.2 

Handling .disciplinary problems- . 4.4 
Getpi^g acquainted with the community and 

t& pe\)ple . • / '4.4 

eeRii;ig abreast of recent professional ^ « • 

devielopments ^ ''4.5 

va^luktina pupil progress ^ 4.7 

otlyitiinS pupils who seem disincere|!ted . '4.4 

elatibnshlps with parents* ' 4.6 

Pkrticlpatibn in 'pr\)fessional activities '4.7 

Potential for advancement in the profession* 4.7 

.Reiatioijshdjps with fillpw^teachers 4.8 
Overall effectiveness of this. person in 

comparison with other teachers in your *" 

school * . , ■ , .4.6 
Overall gualif ipations of this person to 

teach in your particular school 

/ situation , 4.7 

1. Teaching ^personality; 

a. Ability, to work with children . 4*'7 

b. Ability to work with colleagues 4.8 

c. Ability to wprk with members of . 
the community ^ 4.7 

d. Ability to maintain a. friendly 
discussiott^sJ-L>^^ ' ' 4.7 

e. Ability to lead a well-rounded life, 
4:0 enjoy work and play * 4.9 

f. Ability to work with parents 4'. 6 

( . 



Table M (continued) 



- 5. 



.8. 
9. 



b. 



"C. 

*d. 
e. 



General knowledge and unHerstanding of: 
a.^^.The physical sciences, j 
b'. The* biological sciences . 

American culture and institutions 
;'d.- Art, music, literature, philosophy 
e. Mathematics 

Ability to u^g, the, English language . 
effectively^ ,f\^' 

^owledge and understanding of the 
subject taught 

Understanding of children and youth:' 
a. Insight dntd causes of behavior' 
Skill In working with ^.exceptional 
children (the bright, the dull, the 
handicapped) ' * 

Skill in group wo^k 

Skill, in maintainiiig discipline ' ' 

Skill in guidance of^ children 
Understanding of the nature of the 
learning p.^ocess * 

^. Skill in helping stAidents determine 
objectives • / > ■ " 

Skill in motivating students 
SkiJLl in pupil- teacher planning , , 

Skill in using a variety of teaching 
methods ^ 

Skill in evaluating pupil growth and 
class procedures with pupils 
Ability^ to construct appropriate tests 
and learnihg materials 
Skill in the application of learning 
theory 

h. ^ Skill in providing differentiated 

learning eiperience.s for^^varioua groups 
and individuals 

Knowledge of sources of teaching materials 

a. Printe4 materials - * ' 

b. Audio-\^isual matf&rials * . 

c. ^ Coiranunity resources 

d. -Library and library materials 

Ability to us)a teaching materials effectively • 
Knpwledge and understanding of:* 
.a. The purposes af the school in relation' 
to the overall purpose of soci^ety 
The social structure of the community 
and* its meaning for education 
^I^institutipns of the community 
• Th^different value-patterns of social- 
economic classes • , 
The economic life of the^ community__ '"^ 
Appropriate ethical behaviqf of the * - 
teacheY * 



*c. 
d. 

e. 

f. 

g- 



^ b. 

; 

c. 
d. 

e» 
f . 



4.6 

4.^6 
.4.7 
4.7 

'4.7 
•4.8' 
4.5. 



4.6 

4.3 
4.6 



4.6 
4.7 
4.4 



4.5 



4.5 



4.5 



4.6. 



4.5 

4.6 ■ 
4.6' 
•4.3 • 

4.7 

4.6 



4.6' 
.4.6 

4.6 

-A.7- 



.4.8 



- * Areas of concern' to principals. 



35 



- / 



11 



. ' ' * Table 12 . 

Means and Standard Deviations ofPrinbipalg' Ratings^of 1976 B.S. 
Graduates on Fo'ur Dimensions 'of Teaching CN=2l)* 



^ ^ Dimensions ^ \ ♦ 


.X 


SD ' 


Subject Matter Comp^^ce * . * 




o;6 ' 


Relations With Students , ^ 


' 4.4 ■ . 


0.7 


Appropriateness of Assignments 


4.4 ■ - » 

4.4. 


■ 0.7'. 


Overall Effectiveness • .4 • 


0.7 


*Ra tings are on a' 1-5 scale with S'being 


^- . — . ^ — 

the highest score. 





I Personaiity Scale . ' 

TBe California F-Scale Forms 45 and 40 was used to assess one a'spe^t 

is 2TZT,T^]ll\fo T '"^^ ^-''^^^^ ""Se af possible vaLs " 

is 28 to 196 with 112 the mid-point. Tbe lower the value, the more non- 
authoritarian the indication. A total of 20 B.^S., Iev.eri9.76 graduates ' 
completed the instrument wiVh a mean scor'e of 974 and t standard devi- 
ation of 15. 9.' This indicatW that -the subjects, in the study tended 
•toward being .non-authoritarian. Score? ranged from 7^ to 129. In W- 
parison subjects from the first three "years of . the .study achiVed mekn 

vearof'^^^'M''" 1 i''' the-group.in the fourth 

year of the study tended toward being ^more ^on-authoritarian "than the 
previous two groups. As in the pas\: thVee years of the study, there- 
^^^t^y! '^^l^'^*^!^^ "lationship between "the level of authoritarianism; - 
exhibitied by the subjects and other factors in *the study. There were 
significant positlVe correlations between the P-Scale scores and COR 
ratings on items lo, 11«, and 15. 'ti^hers witfi high^ F-Scale scores . 
tended Joward being more stimulatingroriginal- and stead/ than low Icorers 
on the F-Scale *o 

^ ^ - -N • ^ , ^^'"V ' ■ 

Student Evaluation' of Teachinf^ ' ^ 

. Two" forms of t;he Student Evaluation of Teaching were employed in -the 
T ^u. I ^^^"^ "^^^ 'Children, in fche classes 6f subjedts above 

the third grade, while" the SET-H. was used wifh children .below the.fourth ' 
grade level. The 'instruments measure simijar traits. ' * 

Table 13 shows the mean and standard deviation of the 'scores for 'each 
of the five factors and the composite score for thje SET-I for' the 15 B S 
1976 graduates teaching above the third igrade.' The-maximum possible -score* ^ 
_foF_§3y-lactor^fj:he_^ 

received on th^^f^tofs of Friendly and Cheerful and Khowl^dgeable and 
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Poised. This is in agreement with the resists of thelpast three yfiars of 
the. study. ^ i • ^ 

Table 14 shows the results of the administration of the SET-II in the 
classrooms of the' 9 individuals' teaching below the fourth .grade. Mean 
^scores on each of the five factors 'are similar to the results reported in 
the second and third years of -the study. . * . 



An examination of the corfelatioi^l pattern of the SET-I with scores 
from other factors in the study approached thos# -of first year subjects in 
the past three years of the Study . (1973-75) . .No,attempt was made to study 
the correlational pattern of the SET-IK ' ' 

. .Interaction Analysl-s , 

A, ten ^category interaction analysis system was utilized to record' 
obseryed^classroom behavior "of the subjects. The system proposed*/ Amldon" 
and Flanders was implemented with the aid of three Specially trainel 
graduate assistants. A set of three-to four observations was made on eactT 
subject. Each set contained from two to eight 20-minute periods of obser- 
vation. 

Table 15, s^ows a summary of the means and standard deviations of the 
. various ratios, for the observations. The^data are comparable with that' , 
gathered during the previous, three years of the study. 

The I/D ratio in Table 15 is above .the .50 average tor teachers 
reported in earlier st;.udies. MoreX indirect teaching has been associated ' 
j in some studied with higher, student achievement and positive attitude, 
formation. The .i/d ratio of 3.16 is also higher than the ratio of less 
than 1.00 reported for the average teacher. The. subjects in this atudy 
used more acceptance of feeling, praising, or encouraging ^than average 
teachers. Other ratios in Tabl6-'l5 are similar to the ratios .of teachers 
V^eported in other studies. ■» , , _ 

'Table 16 shows a summary of the average percentage'of time spent by 
the B.S., 1976 graduates at various grade levels acting in- each of the- 
ten interaction categories. In general, the aSount of direct influence 

. increases from the lower grades through the upper grades of the secondary 
school. The amount of time spent in lecture increased almost 50 percent 

•^^^om the lower grades throug.h the upper levels of the high school. 

Correlations of Interacljion Analysis scores .from subj^ects (see Table S 
^indicated several minor correlations with'scores from the COR similar to 

, the results obtained in past studies. A significant negative correlation 
was noted, between the i/d ratio and the Dull-Stimulating, Inflexlble- 
.Adaptable, Pessimistic-Optimistic, and Narrow-Broad factors from the COR. . 

^ A significant negative correlation was noted between the Sil-Tot ratio 
and the Excitable-Poised factor^rom the ,COR. . ' 

Classroom Observation Record 



The Classroom Observation Record was completed' on each subject by the 
observers at the conclusion of each viSit. .Items 1 through 4 of the 
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J ' ' 1s!ale 13 

Student Evaluatiof/of .Teaching-I, 1976 B,S, Graduates (N=15) 




. Friendly and Cheerful 
Knowledgealjle and Poised ' 

• Lively and Interesting 
Firm Control (Dibcipline)* 

-Non-Directive (Dejnocratric Procedure) 
Composite Score 



344.7 
331^8 
292.2 
294^2 
273.8 
307.3 



32.3 
35.2 
36.9 
27.4 
39.9 
20.0 



* Tabfe 14 

Student Evaluation of Teaching-II (Grades K-3) 
1976 B.S. Graduates (N=9) 



Factor 



'Mean « 



k 



Rappofrt 

Interactional Competence 

Stimulating, Interaction Style 
(Combination of Rapport and 
Interactional Competence) 

Unreasonable Negativity 

Fosterapce of Self-Esteem 



5.6 
4.-5 
10.1 

8.8 
6.7 



SD 



0.4 
0.4 
0.8 

0.6 
0.5 



24 



Table IS*' * 

Means and Standard J)eviations fo\ Interaction Analysis 
— i97*-B.S. Graduates (N=2l) 



Ratio 



\ 



Mean 



SD 



, Indirect/Direct Teaching (I/D) . 
Indirext/Direct Teaching (i/d) 
Student Talk/Teacher Talk (ST/TT) 
Silence/Total' Teaching (Sil/Tot) 
Lecture/Total Teaching (Lec/Tot) 



9.86 
3.16 
0.69 
0.13 
0.45 



0.68 
2.94 
0.50 

o;i3 

t)»'24 

y 



^ - 



table 16 

Average Percentage' of Time Spent by 1976 b'.S. Graduate (N=21) by 
Grade Levels Acting in Each of the Tei! Inte^action'Categories* 



Grade'L'evel 



3 ' 



10 



Grades K-3.(N=8) 0.0 7.9* 10.7 lj).2 23. 2 - 4:^4 l^^^S 19.3 12,2. 10.3 

Grades 4-6 (N=6) 0.0 9.0 7.4 io.2 20.8 6.6 2.0 17.3 11.7 15.0 

Grades 7-9 (N=l) 0.0.3.8 4.8 8.i 43.5.i.& 1.0 15.9 10.3 9.6- 

Grades 10-12 fN=4) a. Q . 2.2- 1.5 4.2 30.9 0.9 l.f- 18.5 :t6.0 24.4 

All Grades (N^19) ■0.0;^6.8 7.4^ 8.8 25.1 4% 1.8 . 18;3 1217 14.7'' 



* Catego^ies 1-4 , Indirect Influence of Teacher; l=Accepts Feeliiigs, 2=P.raises 
. or Encourages, 3=Accepts or Uses Ideas of Students, 4=Asks Questions". 

Categories 5-7, Direct Influence of Teacher; . 5=Lecturing, 6=Glvi?ig Direc- 
tions, 7+Criticizing or Justifying, Authority.' 

Categories 8-9, Student Talk; 8=Student Talk-Response, 9=Student Talk- 

' \ Initiation. '4 - " " 

Category 10, Silence Or Confusidn. 
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'instrument assess four dimensions of pupil behavior, and the remafning 18, 
items assess dimensions of teacher behavior. Table 17 contains a summary 
•of the means and standard, deviations for each 'of the -22 it6ms of the 
Instrument for- the £.S. 1976 graduates. The 'lowest mean score on the 
Pupil behavior dimension was it^jn 4 {Degending-Initiatlng) . "Lowest mean 
scores for the Teacher- Behavior section were items 11 (Stereotyped- 
Original) 10 (Dull-Stimulating), 22 (Narrow-Broad) , ^nd- 6 (A\itocratic- 
Democratip). It» should be^noted "that several of these- items ha^^e been - 
round to 5e_low in th,e past years of study. ^ 

• ' ' Table 17 ] 

Means and Standard Deviations for Each Dimension of the 
Classroom Observation Record, Yi}h B*S* Graduates (N=2l) 



Dimension 



Pupil Behavior 



Mean 



SD 



1* Apathetic-Alert 

2. Obstructive-Responsive 

3. Un'certain-Cpnfldent 

4 . Depending-Initiatlng**'' 



. Teacher Behavior- 



5,3 
5.1 
.4,9 
4,4 



1,4 
1,2 
1,2 
1,5 



5, Partial-Fair ' ' , 

6-. Autocratic-'Democratic 

7, ,^ Aloof-ResponsiuO 

8, ' Restricted-^Jhd^^tanding 

9, Harsh-Kindl}h^ ^ 
10. Dulles t?dsn«ldilS^ 

^ ^1,^ S tereo typed-Q5:iginal . 

'12,* Apatheeic-Aler^r 

13, Unimpressive-Attractive, 
14-r- Evading-Responsible 

15^> Erra 1 1*0-5 teady . 

16, Excisable-Poised ^ 

17,. Uncertain-Confident 

18. Disprganized-Systemafic ^ 

<19 , Inflexible-Adaptable 

-20 . Pessimis t ic-Op timi s t ic 

SI, Immature-lhtegtated ^ " 

22, iJarrow-Broad 



6 
5 
5 

5 
5 
4 

•5, 

6. 

5. 

5. 

6. 
%. 



5.8 
•5.4 
- 5.5 

-if 



V 



■ Tuck)^ Teacher f eedbask 'Fopr ■' . 

The TuckmiJr Teacher Feedback Fork (TTFF^Vas #tfroduced 'during' 
1976-77 phase of the sfudy to add anothft" .dimension of observaticjn. 
for, the 21 B.S.-^, level graduates that werfe'dbsenretbfere presented' in 



0. 8 

1.7 V, 
1.1 

i'..3;i 

■ 1.5 
1.4 

1. '6 
1.4 ■ ' 
0.5* 
1.5 
1.2' 
1.1 
1.1 

.1.-3 

1.3 

1.4 

1.0 
'1.4 



the 
Results 
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Table 18. Based on the results, it appeared "that, the gr^aduates were somfe- ' 
what below the mid-point in the areas of creativity and dynamism and above 
the mid-point in the 'areas of warmth and acceptance .and organized demeanor. 
An examination of the correlatlon/pattern of the scored with data from such 
■instruments as the COR were as would be expected, i.e., there were high ■ 
correlations between the factors from the-TTFF and the appropriate^ dimen-. 
siong, of the COR. v *■ ^ 



Table la •V' 



Means, Standard Deviations and Range for Four Dimensions of the Tuckman 
Teacher Feedback Form, 1976 B.S. Graduates (N-21) 





A ' ' ' 

Dimension 


Mean 




SD 


Range* 


I. 


Creativity , ' 


26.3 




8.0 


13-43 - 


II. 


Dynamism (Dominance 
and Energy) 


•26.3 






6-42 


III. 


Organized Demeanor ' 
^ (Organization and Control) 


33.6 




6.6 


16-48 


IV, 


Warmth and Acceptance 


32.0 • 


• 


7.5 


■ 12-43 



* Possible range 19-43 with 31 Ireing the mid-point. Scores^bove the mid- 
point tend toward the dimension. 

— .... Summary ' 

In summary, this chapter has presented an overview of the results of ■ 
the fourth year of the application of the Tennessee Technological University 
Teacher Evaluation Model to a new group of (1976) B.S. level graduates. The 
career base; line data' gathered oh the*subjects in this study was 'comparable 
to that from other s>tudies. The ratings of the teacher preparation program 
again were comparable Mth those obtained during the pa?t several years. 

Jn general, principals rated jthe subjects^quite highly in such areas as 
ability tojjork with fellow teachers, ethical behavior, and knowledge of the 

.subject matter taught. Ratings "by principals were" higher for 1976, graduates 
than for previous groups. Based on measures obtained with the California" ' 
F-Scale, the subjects fended Co be somewhat non-authoritarian in' th-eir " 
beliefs. Employirig' interaction analysis and classroom observat,ion scales 
revealed that the subjects were using more indirect than direct teachiag 

■methods -and Were exhibiting many of the characteristics of' good teachers as 
reported, in the literature. The results are similar to past results; how- 
ever, significant differences were noted^ In the* correlational patterns of , 

' the scores-. . k-- " " * " , . 
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. ■ ' CHAPTER III 

ft 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSES OF 1976 DATA FOR 1973 THROUGH 1975 B.S. SUBJECTS 
AND COMPARISONS WITH DATA. COLLECTED ABOUT 1^76 .SUBJECTS 

During the course of operation of the Tennessee Technological University 
Teacher Evaluation Model, data have been collected abolit a number' of 
Vari-ables. The .purpose of this chapter is to presen^a brief summary of 
some of the essential ^ata collected about graduates who entered the- study 
in 1973, 1974 or 1975 and to make comparisons across two', three and four 
ye^rs. It should be noted that fhere are many other data analyses that 
will be performed in the future. -The comparisons presented in this chapter 
are what were felt to be essential in making decisions with regard to 
continuation and modification of tTie basic tkacher evaluation model. 

^ This chapter is divided into three. major 'sections as follows: 
correlational data, study of first year (1973) subjects across four years, • 
second year (1974) subjects across three years, and third year (1975) 
subjects Across two years; and comparisons of data about all first year 
subjects (1973, 1974, 1975, and 1976), three groups during their second 
year in the study, and two groups during their- third year in the study. 
Th^ analyses pHat have beei? performed are only representative of the type 
information that is available or that can be obtained?^ 

* ' • Comparison of Correlational Data . ' 

>. ^ * 
The study of correlational data has been an essential factor in all^ 
four years of th^ study. In each year of the study, intercorre^ations 
have been comput^'d for a number of, variables on each first year group bf 
subjects (for examgle, see Table 5 of this report). As; a continuation of 
the correlational studies, all data from first year su^ects-v^'ere combined 
and correlation's .of selected variables were compute*: Table 19 shows the 
results of this effort. * Al$o incliided iii' thfe^table axe means, standard 
deviations, and sample sizes for each of the 23 variables studied. In 
general, the correlational pattern was similar to that reported in past 
studies. It^will be noted that data from the Classroom Observation Recqrd 
have been omitted *to conserve space. 

T 

Compariso n Study of Subjects Who Have Been in Stiidy Four, Three and Two Y ears 

.This Section presents a, summary o;f a comparison of the' information 
collected on those subjects who 'initially entered the study in 1973 and 
have remained in the project for three years. , Comparison data are presented 
for foi^r primary instruments used in the study. The •principal statistical 
tool used to determine significant differences, was the analysis of variance/ - 
technique. ^ In 1973 a total of 53 subjects .entered the program. This 
^^^^Li^^^ ^^^^ reduced by attrition to 32 in 1974, 26 in 1975, aijd 16 in 

Principals* ratings ^ ' ' ^ . n.^^,^^ , T*^ 

Table 20 shows a comparison of the means and standard deviations for 



TABLE 19 



/ 



CORRELATION MATRIX FOR SELECTED VARIABLES ON a'^L DATA COLUECTED 1975-1976 



SD 



1. Cooposlte NTE 

*2» Overall QPA 

Principal Evaluation ' 
3. I 

A. II 

5. Ill 

6. IV 



1171.9 131,5 143 1000 506 -004 
. (143) (121) 



3.11 0.55 171 



4.2 



4.3 



4.2 



4.2 



0.7 253 

0.8 254 

0.7 251 

0.7 242 



7. California F-Scale 100.1* 22.0 150 
Student Evaluation of Teaching - I , 

V * 

8. I 



9. II 

10. Ill 

12. V 

13. VI 



338.9 58.6 156 

346.2 45.6 156 

300.9 62.1 156 

304.2 * 42.0 156 

259.0 52.0 156 

309.4 41.0 ^155 



Student Evaluation of Teaching - II 
: 5.5 



14. Rapport * 

15. Competence 4.7 

16. ^tyle * 10.6 

17. N*ativlcy 8.3 

18. .Self-esteem 6.7 

Interaction Analysis 

19. 1/d ' 3.34 

20. r/D \ .79 

21. ST/TT ^ 

22. ' Sll/Tot 

23. Lec/Tot .53* 



1.0 *95 ^ 

1.5" 95 

6.4 95 

1.; 95 

1.3 t94 

.91 204 

,90 207 



.71 <V 1.39 207 
r42 . 70 207 



,46 206 

1^ 



1000 186 
(T^) 



4 


5^ 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 


12 


13 


14 


-091 
• tl22)» 


- 070 
(120) 


107 
(117) 


-4Q0 
(115) 


154 
(71) 


012 ♦ 


030 
'(71) 


-206 
(71) 


195 

(71), 


085 

-,(71) 


076 
(43) 


030 
(148) 


140 
(146) 


144 
(l02) 


-179 
(138) 


023. 
(87) 


05^ 
(8^ 


-081 
(87) 


-075 
(67) 


065 
(67) 


-042 
• (87) 


-179 
(51) 



—7- 

15 



16 



18 19 



20 



21 22 



.28" 

23 



102 202 



138 
(51) 



306 
(43) 

074 
(51) 



050 -104 -082 
(43)* (80) (80) 



-054 .^105 ; 040 • 
(80) ^^'(80)^7 (80r* 



-073* -189 082 -061 -025 . 112 
(50) (101) (101) (101) (101) (101) 



1000 ' • 631 
(253) 


726 
(250) 


m. 

(241) 


-281 
(124) 


147* 
(132) 


'229 
. (132) 


303 
(132) 


-024 
(132) 


-050 
(132) 


207. 
(T32) 


-182 
(81) 


090 
(81) 


091 ^ 
(81) 


-174 
(81) 


-150 ■ -054 
(80) (177) 


018 
(174) 


-147 
(177) 


-082 
(177) 


-064 
(176) 






1000 


626 
(251) 


667 
(242) 


,-116 
(125) 


262 
(133) 


232 
(133) 


347 
(133) 


' 019 
(133) 


137 
(133) 


273 
(133) 


-225 
(81)* 


•ooa 

(81) 


053 
(81) 


-266 
(81) 


-146 053 
(80) (177) 


-060 
(174) 


-055 
(177) 


-128 
(177) 


-012 
(176) 








1000 


769 
(240) 


-248 
(125) 


022 
(130) 


225 
(130) 


164 
(130) 


r005 
ri30) 


024 

(130) . 


108 
(130) 


-192 
(81) ^ 


-042 
(81) 


086 
(81) 


-181 
(81) 


-143 -052 
(80)v(176) 


056 
(173) 


-144 
(176)^ 


-Oil 
(176) 


-074 
(175) 










1000 


-295 
(121) 


056 
(129) 


184 
(129) 


211 
(129) 


046 
(129) 


-070 *> 
(129) 


131 
(129^ 


-129 
f (74) 


-079 
(74) 


097 
(74), 


-143 
.(74) 


-074 -050 
(73) (166) 


-000 " 
(163) 


-169 
'(166) 


-125 
(166) 


-068 
(165) 












1000 


-096 
(78) 


-003 
(78)- 


-103 
(78) 


-010 
-(78) 


-094 
(78) 


-091 
(78) 


* 041 

(43) 


092 
(43) 


-125 
(43) 


-300 
(43) 


-080 065 
(43) (92> 


084 
(92) 


071 
(92) 


040 
(92) 


020 
(92) 







1000 



A. 



612 
(156) 


(156) 


284 
(156>. 


555 
(156) 


880 
(155) 












041 
(112) 


-175 
(110) 


006 
(112) 


012 
(112) 


026 
(111) 


\ 






IQOO 


651 
(156) 


341 
(156) 


376 * 774 
(156)^ (155) 












' -tl04 
(112) 


-017 
(110) 


-033 
(112) 


004 
(112) 


154 . 
(111)'^ 










1000 


240 
(156) 


561 
(156) 


847 
(155) 












-009 
(112) 


001 ' 
(110) 


-142 
(112) 


044 
(112) 


108 r 
(111) ♦ 




r / 








1000 


' 119 
"(156) 


479 
(155) 












J 052 
(112) 


-154 
(110) 


093 
(112) 


-on 

(112) 


-125 -* 
(111) 






> 






• 


1000 


668 
(155) 












077 
(112)- 


^"'065 
(110) 


082 036-- 
(112)* ^112) 


-015 . 
(Ill) 
















1000 












030 
(112) 


-148* 
(110) 


003 
(112) 


0^1 ^ 
(112) 


026 ; 
(111)-- 









. p 













1000 202 
. - (95) 


280 
(95) 


400 . 

(95) 


630 
. (94) 


-151 
(85) 


-139 
(85) 


-116 
(85) 


170 
(85) 


-094 
C85) 






• 














069 
(95) 


-» 197 

(95) 


■345 
(94) 


-090 
(85) 


-045' 
(85) 


-040 
(85) 


-054 
(85) 


007^ 
(85) 


















♦ 


1000 


092 
(95) 


260 
(94) 


-069 
(85) 


-078 
(85) 


-038 
(85) 


toi9' 

'(85) 


-010 
(85) 












\ 










1000 


474 
(94) * 


087 
(85) 


039 
X85) 


076 
.(85)' 


034 
(85) 


075 < 


















• It 






1000 


-144 
(84)^ 


-305 
(84) 


-173 
(84) 


015 
(84) 


-214 
(84) 




i 










t 


t 


1 






• 


vpoo 


209 
(204) 


022 
(204) 


061 
(204) 


261, 
(203) 




• 


% 

• * % 

\ 












* • • 

• 




I 






1000 


* 629 
(207) 


0'4^ 
,(207) 


533 
(206) 






t 




y 






• 


r 










^^ 
** 


1000 


072 
(207) 

1000 


(256), 
• 

166 
(206) 

1000 









^Underline indicates a correlation significant at or 
Decimal points have been omitted. ^ 
^ Numbers in () indicate the N for the correlation. 



beyond the .05 level. 
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43 



4^ 



29 



the principals' ratings of the subjects across the W year period/ Use 
of the analysis of variance technique indicated theife were no significant 
differences ;in the ratings given by the principaii oa each of- the four 
tactors of .the instrument across the three year period. The ANOVA table 

°f"ed In general, the subjpcfs received ratings ia, excess of 
4.-on a scale of 5 to 1„ with 5 being the highest possible score. 

. . Table 20 " "'. 

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACJLOSS THREE YEARS (19'73-1976) FOR 
SUBJECTS IN. STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD - 



Factor GRP 1973 (N=46) GRP 1974 (N=25) GRP 1975 (N=20) ' GRP 1976 ^N=16) 
^ SD X SD X . SD ~^ ' sb 



I 

II 
III 
IV 



4.09 
■4.11 
4.18 
4.09 



0.73 

0.72' 
0.70 



^4.08 
4.08 
3.92 
4.08 



0.76 
0.95 
0.70 
0.81 



4.15 
4.15 
4.35 
4. 10 



9.75 4.20 

0.88 4.40 

■ - 

0.75 "4.40 
0.»79 4.20 



0.45 
0.55 
0.55 
0. 45- 



, Tables 21 and. 22 show comparisons of the means and standard deviations 
tor the principals' ratings of the subjects' who entered the study in, 1974 ' 
across a^ three year period and those who entered the study in 1975 across 
a two year period. Again, ap-plicat'ion of -ANOVA indicated that there were 
no signiffc'ant -differences in ratings. 

Table 21 ' ' 

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1974-1976-) 
FOR B.S. .SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1974 ' 



Factor. 


' GRP 
X 


19 74 (N=29) 

, , SD 


GRP 

' X 


1975 (N=26) 
SD 


GR£.1976 (N=19) 
X * SD 


I 


4.0 


0.8 


• 4.2 


0.7 


4.4^ 


0.^6 


II 


4.2 


0.9 . 


4.1 


0.8 


. 4.4 


• 0.7 


" III 


4.1 


0.7 


4.1 


' ^.7 \ 


4.3 


' 0.7 


IV 


4.2 


0.8 


. 4.2 






-.0.7 * 
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Table 22 ' • ' t 

COMPARISON OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS ACROSS TWO YEARS (1975-197$) / 
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1975' 



factor 




GRP 1975 


(N=30) 


GRP 1976 


(N=17) 


: X 


SD 

4 


X 


SD 


I • » 




4,2." 


0.7 


4.2^ • * 


0,9 














II 

1 


<> 


4.5 


0.7 


- ' , 4.5 


0.7 


II-I ' . 




- . ^-3 


0.7^ 


4.2 


0.8 






4.3 


p. 7 


4.2 


0.8 


« 














Student Evaluation o| Teaching . * 

Table 23 shows a comparison of the means arid standatd deviations for 
each of the five factors and the total score (VIJ for the Student Evaluation 
of Teaching for the^four year period 1973 through 1976 (for subjects who 
entered the stydy In 1973) • Application of the analysis of variance 
technique Indlcatfed there were no significant differences in the ratings of 
the subjects by nhfi^fcj?^ across the four year period, . Similar 

resultS'^were obtained for subjects who erttered^the study in^l974 and 1975 
across two or thVele year periods (Tables 24 and 25).^ 

' . • • ' ^ \ 

Table 23 

r • ' , . 

COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES ACROSS^ FOUR YEARS (1973-1976) 
FOR SUBJECTS IIJ STUDY FOR ^OTAL PERIOD 
* . ^ * / * 



Factor 


*'GRP 1973 
X 


SD ' 


GRP 1974 
X 


,(N=26^ 
SD 

c 


GRP 1975 
X 


(N=14) 
SD 


GRP 1976'^N=^^) 
'X SD • 


l' 

■V. 


334.0* 


51.1 


341.3. . 


"40.8 


338. 4 


44.4 


331.0 


15.1 • 


II 


34Z..9 


53.7 


347.6 


31.1 


355.0 


25.5 


• 

341.0 


27.1 


III . 


304.8* 


61.1 


297.3 


52-. 7 


o298.0 


56^5 *" 


28iW 


.29.2 


IV 


308.3 


37.5 • 


. 303.2 


?8.7 


300.2 


32.2 •, 


2*67.0 


14.1 • 


V 


250 !.2 


48.3 ' 


260.0 


52.5 


275.9 

" f 


36.8 


246.5 - 


31.8 V 


TOTAL-'VI 309,1 


32.0. 


313.8 


3^.2 

4 


■311.5 ' 


11. 


293.5 


23.5 



31 



Table 24 

CdMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES kcROSS TWO YEARS (1975-1976) FOR 
B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY 1^.1975 



Factor- 



GRP 1975 (N=19) 



CRP 19 76 (N=7) 







> 


. SD 




X 


*SD 


I 




347.6 


32.8 


r-: 


350.7 


29.2 


II 




347.3 


24.3 




338.7 


31.0 


III ' ; 


i 


303.5 


38.7 " 








IV ' 




304.8^ 


38.5 > 




286.4 


26.7 


V 




247.5 


48.6 




•279.4 . 


49:5 

< 


VI-Total 




.310.1 


25.7 ■ 




311.6 

< 


30.9 


4 

• 






Table 25 




\ 




• 


COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES xACROSS THREE YEARS 
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 


(197.4-1976) '•• 
1974 . 




Factor 


GRP 197^ 


(N=21) 


GRP 1975 


(N=14) 


GRP lQ7fi 




.* ^* 


■ ■ SD ■ 


^ X 


SD 


X " 


SD 


i 

I 


310.7 


43.5 ' 

t 


336.6 - 


J 

31.2 


327.2 


-39.3 


II 


^ 314.5 / 


70.1 


* 

356.8 ^ 


18.4 


344.1 


21.9 


III . 


306.5 


. 36.4 


*298. 4 . 


35.6 


• -289.9 


60.0 


IV 


- 299.5 


48.6 


310.1 


32.2 


• ' 295.2 


63.5 


V 

VI-TOTAL 


242.2 
• -295.9 


3j6.7 
48.5 


267.4 
313.8 


41.2 
19. 4_ ' 


236.2 ' 
298.5' ' 


43., 3 
32.8 


Interaction, Analysis 













Table 25A shows. 'the means and staln3^3*^vTatlons across four years - 
,from the results of the appllc/tion of the interacfeldn analysis technltjue. 
In general, the Indirect to direct ratio of teaching has increased each 
year of the study, whereas the other variables have remained nearly consta^it- 
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Application of the ANOVA indicated that no significant differences existed 
among the variables across the four years of the study. Similar findings . 
were noted for subjects in the study for thre^ and two years respectively. 
(Tables 26 and 27). 

Table 25A ' 

eOMPARISON OF RATIOS FROM IN«?REACTION ANALYSIS ACROSS FOUR YEARS 
(1973-1976) FOR SUBJECTS IN STUDY FOR TOTAL PERIOD 



Ratio 


GRP 1973 


(5=43,) 


GRP 1974 


(N=26). 


,GRP 1975. (N=23) 


GRP 19 


(N=16) 


X ■ 


SD, 


X 


SD 


X 


SD . 


X 


SD 


1/d ' 


1.62 


2.00 


1.53 


1.07' 


l.i6 


1.08 


2.73 


2.41 


I/D^ 


0.78 


0.77 • 


0.71 


0.32 


0,47^ 


' 0.30 


1.15* 


l.hl 


ST/TT 


0.61 ■ 


0.59 


0.55 ' 


0.37 


0.39 




0.5fi 


0.56 


Sll/Tot 


0".45 - 


0.95 


0.33 


0.35 


, 0.31 


o.n 


0.32 


0.32 


Lep/Tot 


0.50 


0.21 


0.44^ 


0.16 


• 0.59 


0.16 


' 0.48 


0.25 



Table 26 



COMPMISON OR RATIOS FROM INTERACTIOl/ ANALYSIS ACROSS THREE YEARSr (1974-1976) 
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED. . STUDY IN 1974 



-2_ 



Ratio. 


GRP 1974 


(N^31) , 


GRP 1975 


(N=26)' * 


•GRP 1976 


(N=15) 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


^D 


1/d 


♦ . 0.66 < 


0.46 • 


0.71 


0.49 

• 


1.00 


0.79 • 


I/D 


■ 1.33 


1.96' 


• 1:93 


1.-77 \ 


* 2.: 37;.. - 


2,.13- 


ST/TT 


0-. 78 . 


1.18 - 


0.80 


1.00 


0.55.^« 


. 0.27 


» 














Sll/Tot 


0.5l' ■ 


0.77 


0.53 


0.43 


. 0.18 


0.15 


Lec/Tot 


0.40 


0.18 •' . 


' 0.47 


0.16 


I,* 

0.47 


0.39 
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COMPARISON Of ratios from INTERACTIOI analysis across two years J1975-1976J ^ 
FOR B.S. SUBJECTS WHO ENTERED STUDY IN 1975 



Ratio 
* 




GRP 1975 


(N=28) 






•GRP 1976 


'(N=14) 






V 

«■ 


oD 


i/d 




k).75 


0.40 






,1.67 


2.02 












I 






I/D 




3/69 ■ 


2,69 _ 






a ■ 
. .2 ,'38 


1.48 


St/TT 




'0.52 


0.18 


* 


0 


. M).77 


0.43 


Sil/Tot 




0.^9 ^ 


0.Z8- 






° 0.14- «• 


* 0.19. 


Lec/Tot 




:0.52 


• 0.12 . 






0.61 


0.89 



0 




Classroom Observation Record . " ^ 

Tables 28, 29, and 30 show comparisons of the means and standard devi- 
ations from the 22 items of the Classroom" Observation Record across four, ; 
three and^Jzwo years respectively. ^Again, the appliofffion* of the ANOVA 
indicated '1:hat there were few significant 'differencesNacross several yeai^s. 

, Comparis^bn Study of^all First Year Subjects 1973> 19/^/l975 and 1976 
and Selected Comparisons on Second and Third Y ear Subiects 

\ ^ 5~ 

This section presents k summary of a comparison .of tlie information 
athered on .all first year'B.S. level« subjects, i.e., 1973, 1974, 1975 and 
^^1976 graduates. Comparison Mata are presented from eight sources. The, 
principal statistical tool used to determine significant differences was 
the analysis of variance t^hnique. The total number of subjects for each 
year was as follows: 1973,,, N=49; 19-74, N=33; 1975, N=32; and 1976, N=21. 

N/atlonal Teacher Examinations • 

Table 31^$hows the means and standard delations of scores from the 
Tea'ching Area Examination, Professional Education Test and Composite for 
the National Teacher Examinations for each of the three years#\.Also shown 
is the composite scare .J^or a ll years. AppJLication of Ihe-analysis of* . 
variance technique for the data across the four years indicated there were 
no significant differences. In general, the subjects achieved score? on - \ ' 

the. NTE at or slightly below the 50 peru:entile 'XNatlonal Norms). 
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1« 
2 

3 

4 



6 
7 
8 
9 

id 

12 

13 

14' 

15 

16 

17/ 

18 

19 

21 . 



Table 28 ' '. 

Comparison of -COR Scores Across Four Years ^973-1976) 
, For Subjects in Study for Total Period 



4 



GRP 1973 (N=46) 
X SD 



GRP 1974 OfeZ^) 
X SD 



GRP 1975 (N=23) 
X SD 



6.0 
5.8 
5.6' 
5.2 




5.7 
6.1 
6.2 

5i7 
5.4 .• 
6.1 
6.3 
6.3 
5.9 
6.1 

5. a 

6.1« 

5.8 

5.8 

6.0 

5.8 



1.0 
0.9 

o.'8 : 

\ 

0.7\ 

' ' l.d 

^8 



5U 
5.0 
4.9 

4:9 

■4-., 



5.2 
5.5- 
5.4 



0.J, 
1.0 
1.0 

i.i 

m 

1.0 

1.1 
1.1 



9 



0.8 



5. .8 

^ ^• 
*5.2-. 

5.^ '■ 

5,3 

5.7' 

5.3 : 

5.5 

5.3 

5.5 

5.3 

5.3 

5.4 

5^1 



1.2 
1.1 
1.1 
1.3 

i.i 

1.1 
1.4 
1.2 
0.9 
4.. 2 
i.i 



6.0 
5.7* 
5.6 
5.5 
6.4 
.5.7 
S|6.1 
6.1 
6.1 
5.8 
5.5 



ERIG 




T9J 
0.9 

M.3 

1.3 

0.7 

1..3 . 

1.4 

1.3 

1.2 

1.2 
,1.2. 

1.0 

,0.6 
0.8 
0.7 

-0:8 ' 

. 0.-8 
* 

1.1 
1.2 

o ' 

0. 7 . 

1. '2 



GRP 1976 (N=16) 
\- SD- 



- -5^2 

5.2 
4.8 

^7 

5.8- 
5.5 

- 6.2 
6.2 
5.3- 

' 5.0 
. 5.8/ 
6.8 
<5..8 
> 5.-5- 
5.8 



1.6 
1.^ 
1.5 
1.1 
0.8 

•1.0 * 
0.8 
1.0' 
0.8 
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- ^ Tal?le-29 

Comparison of -COR Scores Across "^hree Years '(1974-1.976) J 
For B.S. SubjectiS Who/ Entered 'Study in 1974 ^ 



Factor 


GRP 
X 


1974 


(N=31) 
SD 


. .GRP 1975 (N=26) 
• "X SD 


GRP 1976 
X 


Sfi 


1 


5.1 




1.0 


6.1 


0.9 


5.8 


1.0 


2 






1.0 


.5.8 


0.'6 


5.2 *. 


,1.0 


3 


4.9 




1.2 


5.8 


0.9 


.5.3 . 


1.4 




4.5 
5.4 




1.1 
0.9 


6.0 

6?4 


0.9 
0.6 


6.3' . 


1.8 
0.9 


6 


5.1 




0.9 




1.0 


4.6 


2.1^ 


7 , 


5.4 




1.1 


6.2 




_5.-7 — 


1.4 


8 . •* , 


'5.5 

» ♦ 

I 

\,5.5 




0.9 


6.2 


0.7 


5.6 


' 1.4 


9 • " 




1.0 


D . ^. 


n Q 


- 5.4 


a. 4 


10 'f 


5 4 






6.2 


' 1.0* 


c 7 


1. Z 


11 






1.3 


5^7 


1.1 


4.8, 


1*6 
. <^ / 


12 


5.4 




1.0 


6.4 


p. 8 


5:8 \ 


1.1 


13 


5.5 




0.9 


6 2 


»^ 0 7 


6.5 


0.5 


14 


5.9 




0.8 


6.5 


0.7 


6 2 


0 8 


15 


5.2 




1.2 


• 

6.5 


0.6 


'5.8 • ■ 


1.2.' 


16 ' 


. 5.5 




1.0 ^ 


6.5 




■■ • 5.8 


a. 2 


17 


5.0 




1.2 


6.6 


^ 0.6* 


f .5.8 


1.2 


18 


5.7 




0.8 . 


6-. 2 


0.7 




1.1- 


i5 - ■ 


. 5.0 




1.1 


. 5.9 




.5.4 


1.1 


20 


5.1 




0.9 


-6t1 


1.0 ■ 


."5.7" 


,1.0 • 


. 21 

* 


5.3 




-1.0 




0.7 




0.9 


22 


4.9 




"0.8 . 




1.1 


/ * 5.6 ^ 


0.8 
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Table 30 



Comparison of COR Scores Across Two Years (1975-1976) 
For B^S. Subjects Who Entered^ tudy In j!975 
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• 

Factor 


. GRp"ift75 (N=2&) 
X SD 


X. 


SD 




r . i 1 


6 1 


d8 


5.4 


1.0 • 






* 

5.7 








f 


2 


0.8 


, 5.3 


1.1 














^ .3 

i 




u . o 


5.2 


1.1 






J • o 


U. o 


4.8 


1.2 


( 


5 ' 


6.4; 


0.5 


6.3 


• 


6 


6.2. 


0.8 . 




1.7 


♦ 


• ■ 7 


6.3 , 


0.7 ♦ 


5i5 


1.4 
















-8 


, 6.4 


-'0.6- 


5*. 8 


1:2 


t ' 




O.J 


* * 

o 


5.9 


' "1-4 




10 


5'.7 


0.8 


5.3 






11 


■ -'5,6 


0.8 


4.8 


1.3 i.- 


• 


12 


0. H • 


U. D $ 


^7 


1.3 - 


J 

f . ^ 




6. .4 


_0.7 , 


6.7 














0.6^ 






6.5 


. 0.8 . 


6.0 


1.3 




♦ 






- 






. *15 - / 


6.3 


0.8 


5.6 


: -V l«4 - 




• 












'16 ■ 


6.3 


0.7 


1 

\5.9 


1* 


f 


17 

* 


6.3 


0.7 o 


5.8 


• 1.4 
















' ' 18 


'> 6.1 , 


1.0 


5.6 


1.5 




- 19 


5.8 


0.8' 


5.6 


. 1.3 


— 


20 


' 6.4 ° 


0.7^ ^ 


5.8. 


" 1.3 




■ • 21 ' ^ 










* 4 




^.5 


0:7 




! 1.3 
















^ 11 


.5:8/ 


•X).8 
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Table 31 



COMPARISON OF NATIONA^ TOCHER EXAMINATIONS SCORER 
, TOR FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS 1973-1976.''BY YEAR 
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GRP_1973(N=48) GRP 1974(N='27) GRP 1975(N=28) GRP. 1976(N=21) 
X ' " ~ 



Test 



SD 



X 



SD 



SD 















V— 




Tch. Area 








> 








Exam* 


591.4 


66.9 


604.3 


75.3 


590.4 85.5 


. 632.1 


54.5, . 


Prof* Ed* 












t 




Test 


218.5 


31. 1_ 


229.5 


39.2 


216.4 49.9 


65.5*' 


31.4 ' 


Composite 


1,140.6 


114.6 , 


l,174i9 


148.3 


1,161.^ 157.2 


1,228.8 


97.3 






0 













^Examination scoring ichangfed in 197.5-76. « 

American College Test ^ . . , 

Table 32 shows comparative data for the results of the -administration o 
the American College Test for all subjects across the four yeai; period* *'lt 
, should be noted that students complete the ACT prior to admis'sion to the 
freshman class of the University* No significant differences were noted in** 
'the sub-test or tlie composite scores from administration of the instrument* 
In general, the subjects were above the mean for all^tfudents admf tted to 
the University during the period 1967 through 197^ '(the possible date of 
initial admission to tl>e Universdty for the subjects)**' 



Quality Point Averages ' ^ • ' ^ \^ ' ^ r 

Table 33 shows a comparison of the me^s and standard deviations" for 
a variety of undergraduate "quality point- averages in selected subject 
matter areas for subjects across the four years of the study* "In general,* 
across the tfpur year period .quality point averages has increased; however, 
.application of the ANOVA indicated no significant differences* 

California F-Scale • 



^ A comparison of the r^ultsjTf the administration of tjie California 
F-Scale to all first year subjects i^s shown in Table 34* In general^ the 
subjects in the first year of the st^dy tended fo e^^ibit more authoritarian 
tendencies than did subjects in^'the second. and third year of the study* ^ 
Application of the analysis of variance technique indicated no signif icant:< 
.differences between the four gronpsr. % - 
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I. \ • • Table 32 . ^ 

' COMPARISON OF AMERICAN COLLEGE. TEST SCORES FOR FIRST YEAR 

SUBJECTS 19,73-1976 BY- YEAR . . " ' ' 

n • ■ - • ' 



e 


GRP 1973(N=32)' 


GRP- 1974(N=27) 


GRP 1975(N=25) 


'gRP'1976(N=21) 




SD 


X 


SD 


X 


■ SD 


X ^ 


SD 


English 


20.3 


7.8 


19.0 


.8.0 


1 

20.0 


7.1: • 


19.9 : 


3.4 


Mathematics * 


17. '3 


. 8.5 ' 


15.7 

• 


5.7 


. 16. 5 


5.2 . 


17.4 


6.2 


Soc. Sci. 

> 


16.5 


6.8 . 


17.9 


8.7 


• 19 .,1 


7.2 


19.3 • 


■5.6 ' 


Natr Sci. ' 


17.8 


5.3 


21.6 


114,9 


21:4 


11.4'' 


20.9 , 


^3.4 


Composite 


19.5. 


11.9 


18. 7 


7.1 

* 


20.6 


11.2 


19.6 


3.5 



Table 33 . - • * ' ^ 

^ COMPARISON OF QUALITY POINT AVERAGES IN VARIOUS AREAS FOR FIRST YEAR 0^ 

SUBJECTS 1973-1976 BY YEAR - 

Area GRP_1973(N=52) GRP_],974(N=32) J;RP_1975(N=32) GRP^1976(N=2i') 

X ' SD . - X SD- X • SD X SO 



Soc. Sci. 2.48' 0.58 2,58 '0.74 2.57 0.71 2.53 0.69 

-Science 2.43 0.77 2.55 0.66 *2.72 0.74 2.49 0.65 

Mathematics 2.55 0.85' 2. 77 6.75 2.93 0.92 ' ' * - 2. 93 0^90 

English 2.52' 0.^5 2.'73 ' 0.38 ' 2.75 Q<65 2.83 v 0.62 

Ed. & PSy. 3.20 0.47 3.31 ^0.38 '3.44. 0.29- 3.42 0.29 

Major Field - '3^23 .1:31 3.30 0':^89' 3.28'*' 0.43 ".3.40' " 0.'48 

overall* 2.84 0.44 3.04 0. 72 3.10 0.4(3r 3.15 0.48/ 



Principals' Ratings . 

♦ Table 35 showa* the wean and standard deviation the principals' ratings 

of the first y.ear subjects across the four years of the study. Application of 
th^ analysis of variance tecHnique to ^ the data indicated there were no 
significant differences on each of the four factors across the four* years of 
the study. Similar results were noted for individuals in the second and 
third year of the study (Tables 36 and 37). ' , * 



















• • 


* 






*<• 






a 

> 




■ ' fkble 34* 


> 

e 






COMPARISON OF F-SCALE SCORED FOR FIRST -YEAR SUBJECTS 1973-1976 BY YEAR 


















F-Scdle . 


CRP 1973 (N=40) GRP 1974rN=29) 


GRP 1975 (N=31) GRP 1976(N=29) 




^ X 


SD X ' SD . 


X 


SD ° X 


SD 




Score 


112.6 


9,5 101.7 - 20.0 


10 1. '9 


— 

24.2' 97.1 


15.9 




i 




Table "35 










cofff^gisoN OF principals; ratings for first year subjects by year 


1973-1976 ^ 

1 




o 

Factor 


GRP 1973 (N=46) GRP 1974.(N=29) 
-fX - SD ' .^X SD 


« — 

GRP. 1975 (N=29) GRP 1976(N=21) j 
^_ X ^ SIX^ /X SD V" 






4.09 


0.73 4.03 . 0.77 


4.21 


0,69 4.30 
s 


0.63 




Ik 

11 


4.ir 


0.85. 4.17 0.89 


'4.48 


0.^9 \ 4.39 


0.66 




m 


4.18 


> 0.72 • 4.03 0.68 


4.25 


0.75 4.39 


0^66 




IV. 


4.09 


0.70, .4..12 0.78 


4.14 


0.70 4.36 


0.66 

> 


* 


i 


t 


. Ta|jle 36^ 






* 




COMPARISON OF 
FOR SECOND 


'principals' ratings FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME OF BEING IN STUDY 
YEAR (1973, 1974, and 1975 GRADUATp'-IN 1974, 1975 AND 1976) ' . 




Factor . 


GRP 1973 (N=28), ^ GRP 1974 


(N=26) 


' GRP 1975 (N=17j > ^ 


\ 


X 


SD , X 


■ SD 


^ ' X 


/ SD 


• 




4.1 


0.^ . '4.^2 


0.7 " 


'4.2 


0.9 

• > 


» 


II 


• 4.1 


0;9 ^ " -^-l" 


• 0.8o 


4.5 


jD.7 




III * 


3.9 


• 0.7 4.1 


0.? • 


4.2 


0.8 






• 4.1 


0..8 .4.2 


. 0.7 


4.2, 

— » 


Ow8 


ERLC 


« 

• 


• 

4 


*** ' * 


• 




• 

# 

* 
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Table 37 
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'■^MPARISON 'OF PRINCIPALS' RATINGS FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME OF BEING IN STUDY 
7 FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATES IN^1975 and 1976-) 



Factor 


.GRP 1973 
X • 


(N=20) 
SD 


GRP 1974 
•■* X 


(N=19) 
SD 




4.2 . 


0.8 


4.4 '• 
4.4 


0.-6 


II . / . ' 


^•2 


0.9 

• 


0.7 


•III*; 


^.4 


0.8 




0.6 


IV ^ 


4.1 


0.8 


4.2' 


0.7 



Table 38 • • ' 

COMPARIsrON OF SET-l' SCORES FOR FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS ACROSS THREE TEARS 1973-1975 



Factor 


GRP 19 73(N=25'3 


GRP 1974(N=10) 


. GRP 1975(N=19) 


■GRP 1976(N=15) 




X^. 


SD 


X 


sa 


X 


m 


X 




I 


344.^- 


45.8 


' 307.9 ' 


56.8 


347.6 * 


32.8 


344.7- 


.32.3 


n 


346.6 


38.3 


309.6 


70.4 


^47.3 - . 


24.3 - 


331.8 


35. 2>- 


ifi • 


307.1 


63.6 


2^.1 


57.1 


303.5, 


38.7 


2*92.3 


f 36.9 


- .IV 


306.6. • 


38.2/^ 


312.6 


37.5 


304'. 8 


38.5 


'294.2 


27.4' 




















V 


255.9 


44.9 


.236.0 


55.6 


247.5 


48.6 


273.8 


.39.9 • 


VI-Total 


315.6 


29.4 


.292.8 , 


34^2 


310U 


25.7 


307.3 


20 .0 , 



Student Evaluation of Tea^ching 

Table 38 shows the means and standard deviations for the^ fi^st.year 
subjects across the four years ^for each of the factors of the SET-I and 
the total 3core (VI). In gerieral, those individuals 'who entered the second 
year of the sXudy were rated JLpwer by their students th^n those individuals 
who entered the study in 19.73^r 1975 and 1976. Table 39 shows similar , 
data for all subjects during their second year , in jthe study:' and* Table 40 
shows the results for third year subjects! Again the appllcatiqn of ^the • 
analysis- of variance or^t-test techniques, indicated no significant differ- 
ences across years.* " ' 



Table 39 
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COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES FORB.S. GROUPS AT TIME OF BEING IN STUDY 
FOR SECOND YEAR (1973, 1974 and 19 ^ .GRADUATES IN 1974, 1975 and 1976) 



Factor 



GRP 1973 (N=25) 
X ■. SD 



GRP 1974 (N=:14) 
X SD 



GRP 1975 (N=7) 
* Y SD 



I 


293.8 


37.6 


336. 6 


31.2 


350. 7 


. 29.2 




II 


361.6 


71.9 


356:8 


• 18.4 


338.7 


"31.0 




III 


313.4- 


'. 43.0 


298.4 ; 


]35.6 • 


303.3 


50.1 




IV 


265.8 


48.2- 


310.1 


32.2 


■286.4 


26.7 




V 


243.0 


. 40.2 


267->4 


41.2 .. 


- '279.4 


49.5 




VI -Total 


295 .,6 


■ 47.7 > 




19.4 


211.6. . 


. 30.9 





















Table 40 

COMPARISON OF SET-I SCORES FOR B.S. GRQUPS AT TIME OF BEING IK STUDY 
FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATE IN 1975 and 19-76) 



Factor 


GRP 1973 


(N=14) 




GRP 1974 


(N=ll) 




X 


SD 




X 


• SD- 




^ . I . 


338.4. - 


44.4 




3 2 7. '2 


•39.3 






355.0 


25.5 




• 344.1 


21.9 




III r • * 


298.0 


56.5 ' 




289.9 - 


60.3 


/ 


IV 


300 .,2 


32.2 




. 295.2' 


J63.5 


\ 


, V ' 

• 

VI-Total . , * 


275.9 
" 311.5 

« 


36.8 ^ 
27.6 




236.2^ 
298j5 


43.3 
t32.8~ 




Interaction Analysis 






^1 


I 






Table 41 shows the 


means and 


Standard deviation? 


for the five ratios 





.derived from the use of interaction analysis with the first year subjects, 
Results of the ^application of the*.analysis of v^iance technique to the ' 
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data indicated a significant difference ( at the .05 level) in bhe 
Lecture/Total ratio.- Application o%the t-test indicated that there were 
significant differences between first and second and third and'^^cond and 
tourth and first and fourth year, s.ubjects. The Lec/Tot ratio was .- 
significantly -lower for the 1974. group than either the 19^3 or 1975 and 
1976 groups. No explanation can be offered for the apparent lower LeeVTot 
ratio for th^ 1974 group. . ■' ^ 



Table 41 



COhft-ARISON OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSIS -FOR 

FIRST YEAR SUBJECTS 'l973-1976 
«t> . • ' ' -^"^ - 

Ration GRP_1973(N=39) GRP_1974(N=31) GRP r975(N==38) ' . GRP 1976(N=18) 
. ^ SD X- SD 1 .SD X SD 



i/d 2.10 ■ 3.60 1.32 1.96 3.18 

I/D , 0.98 1,57 0.65* 0.46 ' 0.75 




ST/TT 0.64 -Or^r 0.78 1.17 0.52 

- 3 

Sil/Tot a. 47 ' 0.99 ' '0.50 0.76- 0.39 0.36 
Lec/Tot' ' 0.51 0.21 * 0.-40 0.18 0.51 p. 14- 0.45 0 24 

■■ — ~ -— : L_l_ 



3,25 ^ 3.1^ "2.94 

0.45 0.87 0.68 

0.19 0.69 0.50 

0.13 0.13 



' taljles. 42 and 43 show similar results for all^cond and third- year 
subjects respectively. Application of anajysis «!f)vari4nce indicated no 
significant differences. ' » W *- 

Table 42 

COMPARISON OF RATIOs' FROM INTERACTION ANALYSIS FOR B.S. GROUPS AT TIME* OF 
BEING IN SfUDY FOR SECOND YEAR '(1973,1974, and 19*75 GRADUATES IN 1974, 1975 

' and 1976). . • 

4 



Ratio 




Hp28X 


GRP 1974 


(N=26) . 


GRP 1975 


(N=14) 


X 


~SD' 




sb 


X 


SD 


i/d 


0.. 70 


0.31 


0.71 ' 


0.49 ' 


, 1.6.7 


2.02 


I/D . 


1,55 


1.03 


• 1.93 ' 


1.77 


2.38 


1.48 


ST/TT 


' 0.58 


0.44 ^' 


6.80-'' 


1.00 


0.77 


0.43 


Sil/Tot . 


6. .34 


0.36 


0,53 


0.43 

* 


0.14 


0.19 


Lec/Tot 


0.45 


0.16* 


0.47 


0.16 


0.61 


0.89 
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Table- A3 

^MPARISON.OF RATIOS FROM INTERACTION ANALYSIS FOR B.S. (koUPS AT TIME- OF 
BEING IN STUDY FOR THIRD YEAR (1973 and 1974 GRADUATES IN 1975 and 1976) ' . 



, Ratio 




GRP .19-73 


(N=23) r ' 




'gRP 1974 


(N=24) 




x' 


SD 


f 


X 


SD 


- 1/d' ; 


« 


0.47 


,1,08 ■ 




1.01 


0.79 


I/D 




• 1.16 


0.30 




2.37 


2.13 ' 


ST/TT 




0.39 


0.24 


• ■ 


0.55 ' 


0.27 


SjJ./Tot 
' Lec/Tot 




0.31 - 
. 0.59 


0.27 
0.16 




a. 18 * 
0.48 


0.15 

i 

t 

0.39 



Classroom Observation Record ' . . , 

Tables 4?35r through 46 show respectively the results of the use of the 
Classroom ^Observation Reoord for all first, second and third year^subjects. 
Again,- only minor significant differences were noted across the various 
groups* ' ' . ' X . 

' ' ' * * ' * ^ Summary " 

In summary, thig chaprar has presented selected data callected from 
other than first year subjects in the study. Also, \a brief 'study of 
comparisons of data collected dver^he four year period of the study has 
been present^. Results of the study indicated some differences in the 
correlational patterns of the variables under exanlination. Comparison 
of data collected on *the same 'groups of subjeqts across four, three and two 
indicated few differences. Data callected on four groups of .first year 
subjects, thtiee^ Igroups of second year subjects and two, groups of third year 
subjects al^b revealed few differences. It might be concluded that the 
subjects changed little oyer the four years of the study and that the 
graduates entering^the teaching jfield have changed little over the period. 
Further study will be^conducted ±n future years of the -project to verify ' 
these results. AlsO,^ ^ditional analyses will be conducted to verify other, 
hypQthesized results. 



• ; ' Table 44 ' • 
Comparison of COR Scores For First Year Subjects' 1973-1976 by Year 



Factor GRP 1973 (N=42) GRP .1974(N=31) GRP 1975(N=31 ) ' GRP 1976 (N=21) 

t ' SD • X SD X . SD X SD 

' d- ■ ■ . 

1 6,0 0.9 5.1 jkO 6.1 0.9 5.3 l.^j 



"2 5.8 0.9 4.9 1.6 5.7 0.9 *5.1 " 1.2 

3 5.6 " 1.0 4.9 ' '1.2, . '5.9 . 0.8 4.9 1.2 



4x 5.2 1.2 •'4.5 1.2- 5.8 » 0.9 ■ 4.4 , 1.5 

5 6.1 . ,0.8,- -5.4 0%9 64 0.6 6.3 .0:8, 



6 5.7 1.0 ' 5.1 0.9. 6.2 0.9 5.1 1.7 

7 ' 6.1 /' 0.9 5.4 1.1 6.3 0.7 ° 5.5' 1.1 
•8 6.2 0.8 - 5.5 0.9 . . 6.4 0.7 5.6 1.3 
9 6.2 0.7. 5.5 l.o; V ^6.3 0.9 • 5.5' 1.5 

10 ^ 5.7 ^ ■ 1.0-. '5.4 ,1.1 5.7 0-8 " 5.2 1.4 

U 5.4 1^1 ■ . 4.9 1.3 «^ 5:6 0.8 . , 4.9 1.6 

12 6.1- ■ 0.8 ' 5.4 ' 1.0 . ^.4 0.7 5.7 1,4 

13 . 6.3 0.7 5.5 . 0.9**^ " 6.4 0.7 6.7 0.5 

14 • 6.3 . . 0.8* 5.9- ' 0.8 6.5 0.7 . '5.8'- .1.5 



16 6.1 1\0 5.4 1.0 • 6.3 0.8 ^ 6.2 IM' 

17 5.8 l.I 5.0 - 1.2 ' 6.3 0.8 ' '6.0' 1 1.0 
18* - 6,1 • 1.0 5.7 ' 0.8 6.1 .1 1.0* , 5.8 ^ ^ 1.3 
'19 5.8 1.1 ""5.0 1.1 - ^ 5.8 0.8 5.4 1.3 

20 '5.8 ^ 1.1 5.1 . 0.9 6.4 0.7 5.5 - -1.4 

21 6.0 0.9 5.3 ■ 1^0 6.5 0.7 , 5.5- 1;0 

22 ' 5.8 , 0.8 4.9. ,0.8 ■ 5.8 ^' 0.'8 • 5.1 ' l.'A 





* 






* 


^ 

9 


■ — *■ 


* 




• 
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% 


f * 
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ComBarlson of COR. Scores For B.S. Groups At Time of Being In Study For 
Second Year (X973, 1974, and 1975 Graauates In 1974, 1973, and 1976) ^ . 

« * ' 

"~ '■ — . '_ ^ 


Factor 


GRP r973 


.SD 


GRP 1974 (N=26) 

X ■ SD , 


GRP 1975 

X . 


(N=15) 
■ SD * 


> . 1 


5.1 


1.^ . 


6.1 


0.9 


5.4 




3 
4 


5.0 

* 

.4:9 
4.9' 


1.1 

l.'l . 
1.2 


5.8 
5.8 
6.0 


, 0.6 ' 
0.9 
0.9 


5.2 
4.8 


1.1- 

1.1 * " 


5 


5.5 


1.0 


6.4 


,0.6 


6.3 


0.9 ■ ^ 


6 


5.2 


' 1.1 


» 0.0 


1.0 


5.3- ., 


1.7 


7 


5.5 


1.4 




0.9 ^ 


5.5 \ 

IT ' ' 


1*4. 


8 


, . 5 /4 ■• 


1.2-' ■ 


6.2 


0.7' ^ 


C 

■ ""l8 ■ 


■ ^2 *■ 


9. 


^5.8 


0.8 ^ 


0.2 


'0.9 


•5.9 


1.'4 


* 10 . 


5.2 




6.2 


1.0 


5.3 ' 


1.3 


. # . 11 

VL^ ]. 


'5.1 
* .5.5 


l-.l 
0.8 


5.7 * 
6.4 


1.1 
0.8 


4.8, 
5.7 * 


/•^ ) 
/ 

1.3 


13 • 


5.4' , • 


0.9 


6.2 




6.7 




14 


5.7 


0.9 


. 6.5 


0.7- 


6.0, 




. 15 


5.3 


1.0 


6.5 


0.6 


5.6 


1.4 1^ r 


16 . ' 


5.5 


0.9 


6.5 


0.7 




1.4 , , 


* 17 • " 


5.4 


1.0 


- 6.6 


0.6 


5>8 


1.4 


18 
19 


5.4- 
5.3 / 


1.0.- 
1.1 


* 

- 0. z 
5.9 


0.7 

1.1 \ 


5.6 


1.5 ^ 
1.3 ' ^ . 


20 ' ; 


■ 5.3 


1.1 


6'.1^ 


1.0 / 


' 5.8 


^ • 3 vf^^^ ^, 


21 . 
. -22 


5.1 * 


0.8 
* 1.0 


6.3 
6.0 


1.1 ■ 


"^■^^5.6 
. -5.4 


1-3 . ' 
1.3 
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Table 46 ' _ 

Comparison of COR Scores for B^S. Groups At Time of Being in Study. 
For Third Year. (1973 and 1974 Graduates in 1975 and 1976) 



factor . 6RP 1973 (N=23) ' . GRP 1974 (N=15) 
X . SD SD 

1 ■ 6.0 0.9 5.8 1.0 

^2 5.7 0.9 5.2 1.0 

3 * -5.6 1.3 5.3 ■ 1.4 
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20 . . 6.1 • 1.2 5.7 *'*1.0 

21 b.2 'U./ — b.i ^ 0.9 

22 ' ' . 5.8-. : 1.2 ' V 5.6 0.8 
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4 ^.5 1.3 • 4.7 1.8 

5 6:4 0.7 6. '3 0.9 ■ ' 

6 ^ ■ 5.7 1.3 . 4.6 2.1 ". 

7 * V '■ 6.1 ' " 1.4 . 5.7 1.4 

■ 8 ■ ■ 6.1. . • " 1.3 ■ '5.6 ■ 1.4'"' ~ ^ "^ 

,9 . 6.1 0.1.2 5.4 *1.4 

10 . ' 5.8 , ,1.2 ' 5.7 1.2-. \ 

11 5.5 1.2 . 4.8 ' 1.6 « 

12 ' 6.1 ^1-0 • 5.8 . ' i.r . . 

13 ' 5.9 - / 1.3 >. 6.5 ,0.5 

14 • . ' 6.5 "^ ,0.6 6.2 0.8 

15 ■ ' 6.4 0.8 5.8 ■ •i'.2 
^^6 ^ 6.5 . 0.7 . 5.8 1.2. 

17 > • ' 6.4\ ' ' 0.8 . 5.8 ,1.2 

18 ' ' 6.3 V 0..8 ■ _ 5.'? , 1.1 ■ ' 

19 6.0 '1.1 ■ 5.4 . . 1.1 . 



CHAPTER IV 



SPECIAL STUDIES RELATED TO' MODEL 



- .^^^ vobjectives of this chapter are to describe very briefly several 
special studies that have -been carried out in connection with the total 
application of the Tennessee Technological University Teacher Evaluation 
Model. These studies are only representative of the type that can be 
carried out. Other studies are ^jlanned for the coming year based oh the 
voluminous data that have been collected over the past four years.. Readers' 
of this report 'should feel free* to contact the author with regard to 
Suggestions for other studies' utilizing the .data. ^ * ^ 

Factor Anatl^sis of Classroom Observation Data 

The Classroom Observation Record was developed by Rya^s and described 
in his publication .Characteristics of Teachers (1). Throughout his work 
-Ryans describes in detail the development of the COR through the use of. 
factor analysis. The purpose of 'this study was to replicate the work of 
Ryaris and that of Adams (2). " • 

All data collected by use "of the ^COR , were factor analyzed to obtairt the 
best solution to the problem. Aft6r extensive work it was fpjiind that the 
best solution was fcfr three factors, which were simiPar to those Outlined 
by Ryans. Table 4? shows the varimax* rotated factor matrix for the COR 
data (N 315) . ^ 

. Factor I consisted of items 10, 12, 14,x 15, 16, 17, and 18 and ^ 
corresponded in par^ to Ryans' factor of responsible, systematic, 
businesslike versus evading, unplanned, slipshod^ teacher behavior. Factor 
II consisted of items 5, 6,<^7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 19, 20, 21 and 22 and 
corresponded to Ryans' factor of^kindly, -understanding, friendly yerstr^ . 
aloof, egocentric, restricted teacher behavior. Factor III consisted of 
items 1, 2, 3, and 4 Which desct'ibed^ pupil behavior.' Table 48 show^, a 
summary of the ei^genvalues and percent of variance accounted for by the ' 
three factor solution. * . ' 

•*"?''«> ' . « ' 

-^Since the 'results of the factor analysis approached those of Ryans' 
original work, it was felt that the reliability of the instrument was in 
part established. Results of the application pf factor analysis can now 
be used in other types of analysis. It should be noted that liJhe resullt^ 
of the factor analysis also -approach the results outlined Jby Adams (3). 



.Thre'e Levels of ^thoritarianism 



Previous studies conducted as a part of the longitudinal study have 
Indicated a relationship between effective teaching and levels of 
authoritarianism exhibited by teachers. In order to test the hypothesis 
with the data gathered as a part jof . this study, an examination was made 
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Table 47' 



arlrfax Rotated Factor Matrix for Classroom Observation Record (N,= 



48 

315' Cases) 













Items 


a C__ 


Factors 


^ 






X 


' II ' 


III 


^ 1. 


Apathetic vs. Alert 


: ^ 


.191.- 


.735 


2. 


- Obstrjiictive^ vs. Responsible 


.398 


.209 


. 654 

* * 


o 

3. 


Uncertain vs. Confident 


■ .298 


' .291 


.754 


4. 


Dependent vs. Initiating v 


■ .124 


.483N 


.665 


» 

c 


* * 

' Partial vs-. Fair ' 


. - ..386 


.338' • 


/r 

0. 


Autocrat ic^vs. Democratic 


.027 


.534 


.390 


• 7. 


Aloof vs . Responsive 




.603 


- .370 • 


o 

0. 


'Restricted vs. Understanding* 


♦ .273 


. ; . 7,89 ^ 


" ?320 


ft 


, Harsh vs. Kindly • ^ 


•'^..■i97. 


. .790 


.133 


10. 


Dull vs. Stimulating 


.'496 ' 


.412 


,460 


11. 


Stereotyped. vs. Original 


.369 


.540 


.395 


12. 
13. 


Apa.thetic vs.. Alert 


.682 


'.357 


\ -339 . 


Unimpressive vs. Attractive* 


.294 


.453 


.058 


14. 


Eyading^vs. Responsible"^ 


.774 ■• 


.250 ' 


.225 


15. 


Erratic vs. Steady 


.801 


, !268 


■ . 311 


*^16. 


Excitable vs. Poised 


.58,3 


.436- 


.305 


17. 


Uncertain vs. Confident 


. .766 


.'391 


.282 ^ 


18.* 


' Disorganized vs^.^Systen^tic ' 


■ .814 * 


. *.165 / 


.184 


19.^ 


Inflexible vs. Adaptable 
* * 


.453 • 


.633 


.315 • 


-20. 


Pessimistic vs.^ Optimistic 


.37.6 


,755. 


.253 


21. 


Invnatufe vs» Integrated 


:^ ■ .564 


.567 


~. .316 


22. 


Narrow v<s., Broad 


' .435 


. .641 . 


. ■ .325 
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Table 48 ^ 
V ■ . ' • 

Eigenvalue and Percent of Variance for Classroom Observation Record Factor Analysis 



\ 

Factor 


s 

Eigenvalue * 


% of Variance 




Cum^ % 


•II 

III • •. 


12.25 
.1.30 


84.4 
9.0 

) • 6.6 


• 


84.4 . 
93.4 
100.0 ' 



of the F-Scale scores achieved by all subjects. The subjects were divided 
into three groups of approximately the same size Ifased on F-Scale scores 
(i-e., tHbse with scores <90, ^-110, and > 110) . -Table 49 shows the means, 
standard deviations and range for each of the three groups. "The means 
closely approximate those in a similar study reported^ by Sandefur and Adams 
(4). Table 50 shows an analysis of variance for the data. Differences 
between the grotips were significant beyond the .0001 level of confidence. . 

\- • Table 49 : ' . 

Means, Standard Deviations and Ranges for Three Levels of F-Scale Scores 



Scale Score* 


i 

N 


Mean 


Standard Deviation 


f 

! Rang^ 


< 90 


52 


77.6 


11.2 


48-90 


90-110 . 


* -47 


99.4 


5.8 


91-109 


>iio ■ 




123.8 


■ _ .13.^ 


111-1^7 


Total 


, 150 > 


100.1 


22.0 ' . 


48-.177 













Simple analysis of variance techniques c w'e *re applied to data 
collected by Principals Ratings, Student "Evaluation of Teaching, Interaction 
Analysis, and Classroom Observation Record over three levels of authoritari- 
.an Ism- as described above. Table 51 shows the means and standard deviations 
of thfe Principals Ratings "on the four factors from the instrument. Use of 
the ANOVA indicated that there wereNno significant differences across^ groups , 
However, in general, subjects who were near the mean in level of .exhibited 
authoritarianism as measured by the F-S'cale.' were rated slightly higher than 
subjects in the extreme groups. 



m ' * Table 50 

Analysis of 'Variance for Three Groups Based oa F^Scale Scfll^es 



50 



Source 



* Between 
Vithin * 
Total 



DF 



147 
139 



Sum Sqs. 



55.059.5 
17,065.3 
72,124.8 



Mean Sq. 



2^529.7 
116.1 _ 



F-Ratio 
' 237.1* 



.001 



.Table 51 



Means and Stanctard Deviations of Principals Ratings Based on 
Scores From the California F-Scale* 



»■ • 


Factor •'' 


F-Scale ^^0 ' 


■ F-Scale 


90-110 ■ 


F-Scale 


>iio 


A 


• SD 




SD 




SD 


I 


• 4.2 


0.7 


'■4.3' , 


• 0.7 


* ' » — 


0.7 ■. 


II 


4.2 


' 0.8 ' 


4.3 • 


0.7 


4.3 


^0.8 


III , 


4.3 


0.7 


' • 4.3 


0.7 


• : 


- 0.7 


' IV - 


• • 

4.3 ' 


0.7 


4.3 


, 0.7 


4.0 


0.8 



^-Scale < 90, N = 69; F-Scale 90-110^ N = 4Q; F-Scale > 110, N = 42. 

^ . • * J - " 

- Table '52 shows the means and standard deviations for the five factors 
total score from the Student Evaluation^ of Teachin^-I across three levels 
^ of authoritarianism. In general, those subjects who exhibited ^.ess * * 
authoritarianism (lower F-Scale spore) were rated higher, by their students; 
Application of the ANOVA indicated no significant differences between the 
threfe groups for each of the five factors and the total score. ' Similar 
findings were noted when Xh^ 4ame techniques were applied to the^ results^' 
from the Studfent Evaluation of Teaching^II (see Table 53). The ANOVA taBles 
have been omitted. . o ' • 

' ''^ * ! ' * T 

Application of the ahoye techniques 'to the data collected by use of 
interaction analysis generally favored the group whose. level of exhibited 
authoritarianism approached the mean (see Table 54)., Application of th^^ <> 
ANOVA technique indttated no significant differences be tweeij the three 
groups (the^e data have be^n omitted). ^ 
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Table 52 •. . ^ 



Means dnd S tan dar%Devi,at ions of SQores from phe Student Evaluation of 
■ - Teaching-I Based 'on Scores from the California F-Scale* 



- Factor 


F-Scale < 90" ' 
'xj^ SD 


F-Scale 90-110 
- * X. SD. . 


F-Scale > 110 
X SD 


" I 




43.8 


329.4 


46.5 ' 


• 338. 2 ^ 


HI. * / 


IP ■ 


346.4 

♦ 


45:8 


345^7- 


44.3 


, 340.4 - 


45.5^" 


III 


309.7 • 


"48.8 • 


■297. 6" 


53.4 


.296.8 • 


\, 47.1i. 


IV 


. ' 305.3 


46.5' 


4310.5 


51.3' 


307.7 ' 


• 50.3 


V 


264.' 1 


55.1. 


263.5 • 


50.7 


244.4 


r 59.0 


VI 


316.1 


47.9 


305.2 


57.1 


305.7 


32^0 


*F-Scale < 90, N ='49; B 




90-110-, ^ 25; 


F-Scale> 110, N - 26. 










1 

o 

Talkie 53 ' 








Means* and' St-andard Deviations Scares^ from 
^ Teachihg-II Based on Scores ftom-the 

5 ' r-^ ^ 


the Student evaluation' o^" 
California F-Scale^ 


Factor 


» ' 

r 


^ ^-Scale <- 90 - F-Scale 90-110 
, X* , SD X 'SD ' 


F-Scale'> 110 • 
X SD • 


Rappojrt 




5.5 


0.*8 5.0 


1-. 8; 


■ 5.7 


1.2' 



Interactional Competence ' 4.9" .^1.3 ' 4.3- "° ' 1.1, 5.1 ' 2.3 

, Stimulating, Interaction^ - * ^ " - ' 

Style ' ^ .10.6 : 3.2 '9.2. - 2.9/^!9. • ^ 1.8-: 



Unreasonable Negativ^y 8.6 0.9 8*.0 2.5 7.8 2 2 

^ Fosterance of Self-Esteem 6.§ ,0-8 6.3 ' ,2.0. 6.5 1^8 



J ~ — — ■ . , . 

"'I'-Scale -C 90, U = 24; F-Sl:ale 90-110, ,N « l'3;'F-Scae > 110. N. = 16. •' 

• ■ .' ' ° " . 

Taljjte 55 showg a sunjnary of the means and standard deviations' of scores^ ^ 
from the^COR based on. level of exiaibited authoritarianism. No significant 
differences were noted between the fhree groups on each of the 22 factors. 
The ANOVA. table has been omitted. Tabl^e^' 56 shows . the^ means and standard 



Table ^54 



52 ^ 



f 



• Means and Standard Deviations .of Flandets Ratios Based o;i Scores 
. . ^ Jvom the California F-Scale*" ' • * 



— ^ 

Ratios — ^ 


F-Scale < 90 


F-Scale 


90-110 


F-Scale > 110 




X 


•-SD 




SI> 


X 


SD 


Indlrect/Direci-d/D) » 


3.20 


■ 0,71- 


3.57 




^2.68 


1.10 


Indirect/J)irect (l/d^'^J 


0.77 


1.07 


0.69 


0.50 


0.68 


•0.50 


Studerjt/Teacher Talfc 
(^/TT) ' 


0.62 


0 63 


0.53 > 

r 


0.29 






t * 

Sil/Total Teaching 
(Sil/Tot) y 


. 0.42 


0.82 


0.47 


0.81 


O'.Sl 


0.84 


L^iz/Total Teaching 
(Lec/Tot> 


0;58 


0.70 


0.47 


0.22 


0.50^ 


0.21 


*F-Scaleo< 90, N ^^52; F- 


Scale 90- 


-110, N = 


28; F-Scale > 110, 


N = 42.. 








Table 55 











Means and Standard Deviation of Scores from the Classroom Observation Record 
<^^ased on Scores from ►the -California F-Scale* ' - 

^ ; \ ^_ ^ ^ , 

Factor * / F-Scale < 90 F-Scale 90-110 F-Scale > 110^ 



X SD . X . SD 



i. . . ' 5.7 . 1.2 5,3 ^, 0.9 ,5.7 - 0.9 

°2- ■ ^ 5.4 ■ 1.2 5.4 0.9 " 5.4 • -0.9 

3 ' " • - ■ ■5.,3 . 1.2 ' 5.5 ■ 1.1 5.4 1.0 

^" ' ' .f^5.3 * 1.3 5.2 -. ■ 1.2 4.9 ' 1.2 

5 * °. •,;W^6-1 . -1.1 6.1 0.8 5.9 ,0.9 

^6 ■ , ^4C^-7' . 1.4 5.7 0,9 5.4 . 1.2 

7 • /.6.0--, 'l,2. . 5.8, .1.0 5,7 1.1 



, . -^'^ nl^l -i.9- 0,9-- 5.8 r To, 

^' - "tvli* ' ' l,0\r*^'5.8 ' _ 1,1 5,7 ■ ■ 1.1 

10 ' ' '' ..\^m»^ '''A ^'^ ''1.4* 4*.5.6 0.8 ^5.5. 0.9 
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Fa^^or'f i'"?'"''^ Deviations of . Scores for the Three Factors (Obtained by 
Factor Analysis of the Classroom^Observation Record Based on Scores from the 



California F-Scale 
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•S'co?blsfro"'^h""r '"" '"^ u*-of-J,ctor analysis) from 



Summary • 

. In summary this chapter has presented the results of iwo of " many studies 
that could be performed as a part of the larger application of the Tennessee ' 
Technological University Teacher Evaluation Model. Results of the acto^ 
.analysis of data collected by use of the Classfdom Observation Record were 
similar- to those rep^orted by Ryans' in work performed during the late 1950's. 
This would indicate that the instrumeht!>'has, reasonable reliability. " 
Examination of the levels of authoritariani^'' exh^jl^ed by subjects in the 
study to data from other instruments were found'.t^,e similar to results 
.from other reported studies. In general, it migMp^on eluded that subjects 
who tended to be les^ authoritarian were exhibiti^^^ of the qualities 
as,spciated with good teaching than subjects, whoo tend'^j'^ be more 
authoritarian. This hypothesis will be tested furthe^fs a part of the 
total study. The reade.rs of this 'study are Wited to raKe other questions 
that might be answered with the- data that has been previously collected. 
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. CHAPTER V ' * ♦ 

.ft ^ 
SUMMARY, CDNCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND FUTURE PLANS 

th. r "^'^P'^^^ arrwfold: (1) summarize briefly 

some of r '?"'r'^'' conducted in 1976-77; (2) summarize " 

on ^h conclusions of the studyf (3) make recommendations based . 

o? the .s"5y""^" ^"'^ ^^)'P— t Pl^s for the continujtion 

• ' ' Sximmary 

-Four ^istinct groups of subjects were used in the study'. The first 
ortL'^t^'^-'H"' 23 individuals who par ticipatad" in the firs t^hree "ears 
of the study and received their -degrees between 1971 and 1973. Sie second 
group re-cexved their" degrees in 1974 and consisted ot 22 individ^L w^o ^ 

Ind'Lfn^l '^'f ^""^'^ ^-"P ^h^^- consisted of 25 T 

-individuals who received their degree in 1975 and were participating for • 

^LJT?^ -"i" f consisted of 26 L976 graduates Sho were in- 

SUM I v. ° ■ ^"'^"^^^'^ 'l^'^^ "^^^ co^lecte'd on ea^ch 

. subject by use of standardized instruments administered by specially 

trailed graduate, assistants of from University records/ Basic instrumentation 
and procedures for the study were pilot tested during 'the first year-Trthe 
- matSn" 2^ '^'-'l^ /'^ Univers^ity permanent records and JrlLcr p Lfo^! 
mati^m (2) principals' evaluation of. each subject by the use of two dJf^erent 
illb ec"s"wh; "^"^"J^J^^i- °f t^he California F-Scale (only to hose ' 
?nSiv^H f were participating in the study for 'Che first- time) to measure 
tfifcit"?inn'T f"' anti.democratic tendencies; (4) administration of- 

the Classroom Observation Record, and the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form- ^5) 
administration of one form of the Stf^ent .Evaluatidn of Teaching to ™; . 
tole'cord" h''' "T^'r'''' ' '''' interaction analysis system , 

classified rr"" '^'^ "^'^'-'"^ ^^e study were-' ' 

Classified coded, and key punched for analysis. Descriptive statistics 
intercorrelations ^nd compari«m3 were computed . The major findings of th; 
colLr" '^^^^'^^'^^i"'^°-^three major parts, e.g., first year subjects, 
comparisons across time and by ^ea, and .special studies. 

The major findings-of the study for the first year subjects wete similar 
Z^r. "P?"'-/" ^'^"^ y^^^^ °' the^ study .r T^erefore!\o 

n T.'^n f "'H be given at. this- point (s^e'chapters 

II and III) Detailed comparisons acrosi four, thr,ee anc^ two years of the 
study, for. those individuals that entered^fche project in, reapUivelv -1973-' 
i e'mSor'^'d r'"'^' differences. I^e'dif ference. "a^ere n^t ' 
were mfnor and in most cases no explanation can be offered for the changes 

^Mec s"VT °' y^^^' ^--'^ year and-tMrd 

^^ilt ""^""^ differences were noted, "In summary, it appeared . 

nt le iTsr.T ''h '""^ ^"'^^ ^'^^ '^^^ one^Ir had'changed 

little Also it. appeared that those students who entered, the study in 1976 

of "he pr'oj'ecu ''''' counterparts' that were in the initiS yeL ■ 
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• Chapter IV pf this repo^ summarizes the results of two special studies 
that were conducted in. the past year. Factor analj-sis' of the COR gave 
results similar to that reported in the literature.' A study of the results 
of the^ administration of the California F-Scale indicated that those subjects 
who appealed to be less authoritarian exhibited many of the characteristics 
Of good teachers reported in the literature. ' 

»Based on the- findings of the study, several cOnclJsions were advanced 
and recommendations made for continuation of the study. Thifte follow in the 
next two sections'. 



Conclusions 

Following are the major conclusions of- the study based on the findings. 
It should h& noted that additional analyses of the data are planned, that may/ 
make additional conclusions warranted. This section is divided into the Y 
following parts: Use of the Evaluation Model, Evaluation of Graduates. During 
19 76-77, Com^jarisons of Data Across Time, and Special Studies. 

Use of the Evalu ation Model ' ' ' - * 

" ^ ■ t , ' - 

1. The plan of evaluation outlined in this report^appeared 'to be useful in 
gathering information for modifying and improving the programs of teacher 
education at Tennessee Technological University. v ' 

2. « Instrumentation employed in the study appeared to be valid and provided 

essential information with regard to the graduates of the teacher 
education programs. •> ■ 

3. Modifications ^can be made N^n the original model that can lead- to more 
valid and useful information for an institution wishing to^replicate the 
plan of evaluation, » • : ' ' V ^ 

4. Some problems have resulted in the collection and analyses of' dat'a - 
because of the attrition of subjects from the first two, years of- the ^ 
study. Additional attrition in the future may mak^ it difficult , to 
draw val:|.d and reliable conclusions. . ' / . 

5. Better and more refined methods are needed for training of thi graduate 
assistants in the use of tbe Classroom Observatioa Record. It was felt 
that some of the signif Icantf^ differences that were note&^n the study . 
may have been due to unreliable observations. r ^ 



7:^ ■\ 
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Evaluatilon of Graduates During 1976-77 . ^ 
" : — 

1. The pupils of- more experienced teachers appeared to he more alert, 
Initiating, arid resouiyj^fut In their classroom activities • 



2. 



Subjects with greacer exper^fejice In the cSt^ss^tpSra appeared to be more 
fair, deinocratls£_>/alert, and have a broafii^r :base of behavior than the 
'less experienced teachers, ^ 

Students of subjects in the uppl^r grades felt £hat the teachers did not 
exertls^ enough control In the classroom. 

As perceived by students, the teachers in the uppei; grades were more 
directive In their Instructional activities than teachers lij the lower 
grades, ' ^ . ^ • 



5, Subjects at higher grade levels are using 'significantly more lecture In 
;fehe classroom than teachers In the lower grades, / * 

6, Subjects with higher quality point averages in education and psychology 
courses had better relations with students and were in general more 
friendly and che6rful,^ knowledgeable and/polsed, ^nd non-directive in 
their teaching, ' - 



7, 



8, 



9- 



11- 



Subjects who achieved higher quality point averages in their major 
teaching fields tended to be more authoritarian oriented than ^subjects 
who achieved at a lower level. This is probably due in part to the 
fact that thfe large majority "of the subjects were 'teaching ln_the upper 
^grades where less democratic -and more authoritariai? teaching-methods 
were used or the subjects were attempting to complete a specii^d unit 
,or curriculum.- ' ^ ■ \ . 

Subjects with overall ^^liigher quality/point* averages and years of 
experience appeared to use- Ttiore indirect methods than students, with 
lower quality point averages, . ^ 

Overall scores afchieved by the subjecC'fe on the ^National Teacher 
Examinations placed the individuals at approximately th^ 50th percentll< 
which is comparable witli* other groups that have^ been^ studied. 

Subjects who tended to achieve liigher on the Professional Education 
^Test of the NTE^ tended to b,e more knowledgeable^^nd poised than other 
subjects. c V 

Ratings of various aspects of the teacher preparat:^i;i program Of the 
University by the subjects were siinilar. to that of other groups of 
individuals, - \ _ ' 



12, In, general, principals' ratings of the subjects were high. Howeve^i, if- 
"should be pointed .oijit that principals rated tjie subjects somewhat >1 owe r 
in their knowledge and finders tanding jof the^ sciences arid mathematics,, . 
lacking effective use of .community resources, handling disciplinary 
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problems, and insight into characteristics of behavior. Highest, rating 
of the subjects were noted in the areas of ability to work with and 
attitudes toward colleagues, ethical behavior; understanding .the goals 
of the« school, and coopera'tion and dependability. 

13. There was a positive .correlation betweeti the. principals' ratings ^nd 
various items on the Classroom Observation Record and the .Student 
Evaluation of Teaching. Based on the. principals' observation (it . 
appeared that) the subjects in this study possessed many of the 
characteristics of good teachers as reported in the literature. 

14. The subjects of this study appeared to be more non-authoritarian than - 
authoritarian as measured by the California F-Scale. There were no 
significant differences in scores achieved by the subjects when 

V examined the basis of grade level or years of experience in the 
classroom. These findings are to some degree contrary to findings of 
other studies reported in the literature^. 

1^- l^be ratings of the subjects by the studtffiTEs correlated highly 'vjith' 
:^_^^~ratings made by the principals and the trained observers who completed 
the 'Classroom Observation Record. , * . 

16. - Based on student observations, the subjects were highly knowledgeabl'^ 

and poised; and on the negative ^idk.the -students perceived the subjects 
^ , as being inor^ direct i^xe than non-directive as measured by the Student 
Eyaltiatfon of^Teaching. - , ^ 

17. The subjects in the study appeared to be using .more indirect than 
direct te^'ching methods in -their classrooms,- Indirect-direct ratios 
based oiji the interaction analysis system used were higher, than for 
comparable groups.' \ \ 

18. Other ratiog computed from the interaction analys^^s observations were 

comparable to thorfe reported in the literature. 

« 

19. >' Manyof the characteristics' reported in the literature of good teachers 

were noted as* a result of the administration of the Classroom 
Observation Retord.* * / — * ' 



In "general, the subjects of this study seemed to possess many of the* 
characteristics gf -good teachers, as reported in the litjerature. As might, 
be expected, it was difficult -to identify specific . problem^. Principals'^ 
praised the teacher as did their students. However, it must be'kept In mind 
tha^ the subjects who participated in this study were vol^t^^rst Therefore, 
some bias has been introduced into, the total study that may make some of the 
conclusions invalid when applied to "the total population of graduates* 

Comparisons of Data Across Time - ^ . 

o 

•1. Subjects who entered the study in 1973 (the first year of the project) 
h'^Ve changed little across., t'K^ four y^ar period. * ' ^ ' 
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2. Subjects who entered the project in 1973, 1974/ 1975 or -1976 appeared * 
to Be very similar in their first year, of teaching. Either the 
University programs have not changed sufficiently for changes to occur 
,'or-the instrumentation fs^not sensitive enough to pick up« the changes. 

Based on the resuj.ts of 'the very -limited comparisons that were made, 
the subjects reached a level of teaching proficiency during their first 
ye&r in the classroom and this level h^s remaified nearly constant across 
four years ^ 

' In summary, the results of the study lead to similar conclusions as in 
the past. Across the four years of the study, the subjects harve remained 
almost unchanged and comparisons of the four first year groups indicated' 
few or no differences. It might b6 further concluded that i£ there are 
differences ia the groups, the present instrumentation! is not sensitive to 
the differences. ^ j: * ' 

Special Studies 

' Only a limited number of special studies were carried out during the 
year that were related directly to the project. Following' are several 
major conclusions that, were advanced. 

1^- Levels of authoritari-anism exhibited by the subjects did not appear 
^to effect performance on the other instrumentation used 'in;^ the* study . 
However,, in genefal subjects who achieved "scores near the mean on the 
.Califo.mia F.-'Scale appeared to achieve more desirable scbores on- the 
instrumentation relative ta teaching performance. 

2. Based on* the use of factor anal}^is, the reliability of the Classroom 

Observatioqi Record was es'tablished. • 

/> ' • 

3. Further analyses should be made of the influence of authoritarianism 
on the performance of teachers intthe classroom. 

■ ■■ ' y J 

Re c ommen da t iQns J - * ^ 

B^sed on the conclusions of this study, it^^s felt that the following, 
recommendations are* warranted. ^These recommendat-lons center largely around 
the continuation and modification of the study outlined in this report:. It 

*is left to the reader to make retommendatiohs relative to' his individual . 

-problems and toward needed changes^in the -teacher education p;rograins^of the 
institutipn. , . , ^ - 

\ ' • 

1. The plan outlined in this report should be .replicated during 1978-;79 
* adding another group of subjects who comjvlefe their degree requirements 
. in 1977. 

Continuing contact should be maintained with other institutions pursuing 
similar project^^^d the literature related t9 teacher evaluation should 



be continuously monitored. 
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3. ^ Consideration should be given to the use of other instruments to gather - 
' ^ data as they become available. ^ ^ ^ ^ 

4. ^' Further analyses of the data should be made employing more sophisticated 

.statistical techniques sud»as factor analysis and discriminate analysis. ^ 



5* . Faculty of the ^stitution and other indivi'duals should be encouraged to 
review* the report and to request additional d^ta analyses to fit their 
individual needs. ' ^ - . ' 

6. A more extensive - da-ta tbank of information on all students in the t^ojoher 
education programs shoiild be established. Thereafter, a more mean^gful 
study can be made in relat^ion to predicting sujcess of graduates in 

' . teach'ing. f ^ ^ 

7* Better methods should be developed to t^ptimize the participation of . 
subjects in the study. ^ 

8. Development and refinement of a complete set of computer progr.ams for 
u^e witb the project should be continued. There is a need for more 
complete documentation of the programs available. 

9. Faculty and administrators should be encouraged .to^make more use of the 
data that has been collected, and to request additional information. 



10. 



Wotk should continue on "the development ^f o ther'^ phase b 'of the total 
^eAJaltiation project, i.^., instrumentation for use with^Ed.S. level 
graduates an^i fox those individuals in such fields as administration, 
supervision, ' and counseling. ^ 



Plans for the Continuati^ of ^the Study During 1977-78 



During 19W^.8 particular emphasis will be placed on evaluation ^tudies 
of the 19 73 through 1977 graduates of tlie teacher education programs ! 
, Subjects who graduated prior to 1973- will be dropped from further sj:udy 
because of the. limitation of sample sizeT* The potential 'population" of 1973 
"^through 1976 graduates is 76. In addition, ,a sample of approximately 
fifty 19 7 7 graduates ^will be added to the study.,.. ^ * ^ \ 

^ Figure 4 shows an abjji^eviated chart Jcpr the major activities of the 
^project ^uring 1977--78. Initially, three graduate students, will engage 'In 
jLntensiye^fSt^udies of the use of the Classroom Obs^ervation Record, the Student 
Evaluatioff if Teaching, ^nd Interaction Analysis, This will' occur from 
approxima^tely Septenier 15 through October 25\ Concurrent with these 
activities, a schedule o*f visitations jj^ill be d6V6loped for the 1973-76 
graduates that -have previously partic;|Lpated in the study* These 76 
individuals will be visited «t;arting the later part of'October, 19,77. 
Visitation will continue^.-untU sometime In January-, 1978, 

As soon as possible after the beginning of the • fall^uaffter^ a survey' 
questionnaire will be s'ent to all 1977 .graduates of teacher 'education 
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9/77 



1/78 



4/78 

/ . 

Summary of Activities 




1- A Finalize Tlans for Visiting Subjects in 

1973-76^Bhasir of Study 

2- 3 Training of Observers 

5 — Cont?inuing Contact With Other Projects 
and Survey of the Literature 

6- 7 Survey All 1977 Graduates' . 
S"9^pGnduct Other Related-^Studies 



Figure 4. PERT Chai;t of Major Activities for -1977-78. 



9-10 ^Prepare Reports of /Related Studies 
^ 7-11 Select Sample of 1977 Graduates for 
Intensive Study as Part 'of Followup . 

11- 12, Make School Visits on.1977 Graduates 
13-lA Make School Visits oiv 1973-71? Graduates 

12- 15 Complete Reports^^and Submit . ' 
15— --Begin Making Plans for -1978 -79 Phase of Study. 



77" 



78 
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program* At this same time the 1977 graduates will be asked to participate 
in the study* . It is anticipated that a Sample of '40 B* level graduates 
and 10*,M*A. level graduates will be selected* During the eatly part of the 
winter of 1978, a schedule of visitation for these individuals will be 
prepared* During the winter of 1978 and early spring, these individuals 
will be visited for purposes of observation and gathering baseline data. 

J ■ . ' . 

Beginning in the late spring and continuing through the summer of 1978, 
data analysis will be made and a report of the third year activities of the 
study will be prepared* It is anticiapted' that this report will contain 
comparisons of the five years of the study, ^ 

-During *^19 77-78 at le^ast one or more special studies will be carried out 
that will lend extra data to the total project.. Also,'* it is anticipated 
that further analyses of the accumulated data will be made as tfime and 
assistance are available. Plans for the special studies and data analyses^ 
will be made during the later part of, the stamner of 1977. 

. Long Range Plans « 

Tentatp.ve long range plaas have been made for the total project. The 
assumption has b'een made, that the level of funding for personnel will ' 
remain approximately the same. It is anticipated that in 1977-~?8 a group 
of 1977 gradua#s of the teacher education program will be added to the stujiy 
and those individuals who graduated prior to 1973 will be dtopped. The 
basic, plan outlined for ^77-78 will be continued during 1978-79. 

During 1977-7,8 an intensive evaluation will be Tiiade of^all data.^at 
'has been collected arid major modifications maj^be made in the research 
design/ It is further antici^i^^t&Srr^^ additional' instrumentation will ^ 
* become^ available which WilTTmake, the^ proj ect more me'aningfail .^^^^^ 
« • . W * i " 
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^ APPENDIX B 



INSTRUMENTATION ^ SUPPLEMENT 



^ • The purpose of Appendix B of this repWt is to provi'de a, supplement 

, of information for those individuals and institutions that might be inter- 
ested in teplicating the study. The firs^t section of the Appendix contains 
a. brief description of the procedures for the training of ojjservers in the 
^us^ of selected iristrument;s. The second section contains copies (or a 

• description) of each instrument .and a b'rief explanation of their .i}se in 
data gathering.: The last section contains a listing of selected references 
related to the instrumentatipn. . ' 

♦ ^ ^ . "* 

' Training of Observers ^ * . » 

- A critical element in the total proces^oj data gathering is th§ use 
, of observers* During each year of the study' three graduate researc^^ assis- 
tance have been employed to visit in the schools and to collect data] through- 
out the direct observations of the graduates while they are teaching. 
Particular emphasis has been placed on the use of Flander's Interaction 
Analysis, the Classroom Observation Record and the Tiickman Teacher Feedback 
Form. A critical element in the collection of reliable and vali,d data isr 
the traininrg of the observers. ' . ' 

""t^^i^itially each graduate, assistant was provided with all essential 
information about. eacli of the observation systems. In addition to informal . 
study/and review of the materials, a consultant -from the Department of ^ 
Educational Psychology and Counselor Education worked with the graduate • , 
assistantss in answering questions and providing additional assistance. 
After initial review of the material?, practice sessions were held under the 
^ supervision of the consultant using audio and vfdeo tapes of classroopi 
^situations. Following this activity a series of practice sessions were 
" scheduled in the^schdols of Putnam County t;hat lasted approximately three- 
weeks . - * 

, " • The training procedures Jused in teaching ''the graduate assistants the 

' use of interaction analysis are outUned by Amidon and Flanders (1). Basic- 
ally these procedures included the memorization of categories, practicing < 
coding and recording and discussion of types of behavior related td^the 
categories. Training inittihe use of the Clas^sroom Observation Record and 
the Tuckman Teacher Feedback Form consisted largely of st^udying the items ' * 
and the glossary of terms and observing teaching situations and discussing 
the teaching behavior to.,ot>tain a. comracm point of reference for rating. 
* Practice sessions were conducted parallel with trhose related Xo learning 

* interaction analysis. It should be netted that, during theiitiraining sessions, 
- the graduate assistants' were always observing -the same teacher at 'the same 

•time. , ' . * * . • , "s 

Reliability coefficients were computed on a daily 'basis to provide a * 
progress check on inter-observer reliability. The Scott coefficient 
. recommended by. Flanders <2) was'used to determine inter~9>*server reliability: 
^ ^-for 20 minute ihterection analysis recording sessions. Similar techniques 
were used .with the plassroom Observation Record and, the Tuckman Treacher 

^ ■ . ' : ' ' ' , 
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Feed6ac& Jom. Inter- observer reliabilities for this study have been on- ' 
the order of magnitude of .80 to .95. Intercorrelations of ratings of the 
Classraom Observation Record and the Xuckman Teacher Feedback Form were on 
the order of .75. '-The values ai^e within the limits suggested by Sandefur 
U;, i.e:, .75 for inter-observer relikhility , coefficients for observa- ■ 
clonal instruments. *. - . 



•Instrumentation 



• Instruments and records used tor data collection have consisted of 
five general.^types: general information questionnaires, a personality 
scale, rating scales, direct classroom observational scales, and d^ta 
from each subject's Uni^^ersity transcripts. . These instruments were selected 
to j^arallel-; the recommendations of Sandefur (4) and Adams (5) and on the 
basis ot their merit as research tools, contributions Jf the data that could 
be collected to_ the objectives of' the study,* their methods of administration, 
availability for obtaining the required data, and minimal trainiag required- 
• for -administration-^of the instruments. FoMowing is «S*rief description of 
•each instrumerit or. major category of data collection. 

' General Information Questionnaires .> * ^ 

. A questionnaire designed'to obtain career base line data and graduate's- 
ratings of the, teacher education program (originally 'developed in 1970 and 
modified through several successive versions) Vas administered lo all sub- 
, jects during their finst^ear in tire study. •• Twb forms of the instrument 
_ are available. 'The fi^t form (Appendix B-I) was designed' to bemused with" 
^. individuals. who have coi%].eted t^e-'B.A. or B.S; The ins.trument "contains 

ifeemsfthat provide information concerning demographic dat-a, professional 
data, employment; history, and ratings of ten buoad areas i;elated to the 
* teacher preparation program. Items 1-9 of Section B of the Instrument 
were designed tp assess individual's self-ratings of achievement of the 
^ major objectives of the teacher education program- of the University. 

; ■ ' Second fojgn=-of the general information questionnaire (Appendix B-2) , 

was- designed to be'^used^ with individuals who had completed the M.A-.- TJiis 
•. -instrument was. designed co gather similar information -is 'described for- the ^ 

. bachelor's level instrtimeai.. - . ' , 

' - ■' < 

' . ' ~' ~* ■ . , ♦ " • 

Bath qf the aTjove instruments are designed to be used as a part of .a-~ 
, mdll survey of "all graduates of the teacher education ^wroBram- in the. year-'' ' . 
following completion of degree. requirements. 'These instruments provide 
. , essential basic information neede,d, f or completion of other phases of the **- - 
teacher evaluation model. ■ . ■ - . ■ - -- v 

.•■*■>' " - • - - » 

Permanent Retordg and Transcript Inforniatlon ' • ' ' . . .1 - ■ 

*. 'i. ' ■ ■' - ' ■ 

Complete transcripfts of each subject's gradea," etc. . ha-ve been obtained 
. from the Office of Admissions and Rec'cyrds. .Also' the records of the CQllegB • 
of education have been reveiwed to locate 'scoi;es. f r'om the National Teacher - 
Examinations (completed by^each subject during his s'en lor y^ar)' and .other ' 
. inf oration. ApperfdixTB-3. shows, a -sanj^le ^iisting .Vf the--type ihfprmatW ■ 



- . « . '69 

i ' - ■ . 

1 ' ■ * 

collected and used as' a part of the major study. ^ At times data from other 
Instrumentation has been c(Jlle6ted and used in^sub^rojects related to the 
main application of the teacher evaluation- model (sL' Appendix A). 

l" • ' , ^ . ^^^^ 
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' APPENDIX B-1- 

A f OLLOW.UP-STU.Dy'OF .B.S: AkD B.Af' • ' ' f " ' • 
GRADUATES OF TENNESSEE- TECHNOLpdlCAL-lJNlV£Ri)^^^ ' 
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•r Tennessee T ech Graduate 



. we are *W|aoed in a study.of o'aduate?oV;bb teach6r"educdt,on prograni'hofe'af f^^ ,^ ' .' 

of«3h,pie,e th,s quost,onna„e. All .nfo,rr,a,.o,«„ll be (r^a.ed.-as corifde/Zil and.^nly' 



It Should take you no nx>fe th^n fifteen rnmutps lo p<Shipiete 
etm cd?)rJus<ons reoresenting gtoMp data wiM t?^ reported 



reTse'd":;:-:::;: ^'^^'-^ ^ - 1:^^' -^^^^^^-^ ^^-.^f '^^tu..,, ;ue^t.<fnn..o .fu^e oncio^od^ 

&iHcereJy*yours, 
* " I * 

>Xg^^^'.- C^^^^^^^ •••• 



'^jrne 

LAST 

PfesenT A^Jeress 




Permanent Mailing Address 

Sacheior s. Oegrce frorp Tennessee Tech 
-irst Tf4'<"^'"o Fie^d 
Area of Teacher Ceftif tcatior> 



Are you now :eachtng.or' wt!l you 
f you answered Yes to question 7, 

A> Schoo» Syste^»i-J- 

Name of School 
Address of Sc+ioo? 

CtTY . " TT: . STATE^-^ 

How many years have vtju taught tnciud»ftg*the pcf^sent? 
At what level 
•4 



rvei vv.i. you generally ,e|c|;.-no xh^S^hu^^^:^:^^ G^.^JJ^ V (^^d^ ^i/j^ ^ . , 

Grades 7*9 5. GradeJ^^ IQ^i 2 ,V ' 6. ^x^c.sj^' nr^<^fy v'X^ 

not teaching check one of the reasons given ^ jJ:^^^.* S^.ce ' -J^^ 

^v.J_JL.4l.Un'emplQye^.- < ''''_^^3/^*a;V.ng 3^;;^dusit5'I^ LBs^Soca/^prk ' ' / '\: 

\ jJl 8. Other ceasons <f?lease specify* * . - ■ ^ - • ' * . ' ^ 



iB) If vou are^not teaching check one 
^- Cfintinumg formal study 
7- Other goveriyDent woftc 



Have* you c(}fff0leted a'Master s Debreo* l' v*»<? m*!" * .'wJ^* * ^- 'A '*' * -"'a. ' \ 

* • ucgreo- ^ ves — No Ao.:>yDw m^f>V hours ttavtvr.v'ou cgrr^ t et ed 7 .;• ' ' *C 

Schcn-t »■ . . * . » ,\ ' ,* * ' y " - \ * ■ ■ • \ ' ."..'I i * • 

AfO you toachJ'n-g ,o ycvur jfea of COrtif icatTon? i . y,J^^ ^'^'^ .2/^>jn . ' '-.^ ' ] * ^"^"^ .•'T< ' Al'- r" 'f 



AfO you toach»n-g .o ycvur jfea of COrtif icatTon' 



> /ou aoswerod fio to uuesjton 9. .n wnat area are vox/ teach.nn N • :' ' , • V " .! ^ . 

^--^^^ cstimoto your sa*la.y for jh'e present year ^.ss^'ft'in S^.OOg . ^ . J:;^;00iy .6.0^ Llli^S. .e:001 



.8. sn'ool to si2.og6 
* t 



irf 9. Moco than 3l2!oO0 



your nge 



^aritaf status - 



Smglo 



25-29-, 



.3. 30*34 



^2. MarrrOd 



.4. 35-39 
:.'3. Oixorced 




i.,- /.. . . -r 



PlthisQ do not 
write in thiS; 
Space. "''^ 



32* 



. % 

.3« 



^36 



" ^ \ B. TEACHER PREPARATION PROGRAM 

the appropriate space for, each item.' ' necessary sk.Hs and.undefstandmgs^ the following areas. piea^o check 
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1. Your tei^chtn^ personality 

a. A bii I tv to work with children 

b. -Ability to v'ork with' coUeaguos 

c. Ab»»itv 10 work with parents • 

2. Your o§neral knowledge and understanding of 

a. Sciences and Mathematics 

• b. Humanities • " 

♦ 

c. Social Sciences^ *^ 

3. Your *ib>lttv to use the Enghsh-^anguage effectively * • 

4. Your knowledge and uryiet standing of the subjects which 
you teach ' ' 

• ' 

5. Your understand! nQ of children and youth 

a. msight into causes of behavidr , * , " 

b. Skill ,n working with exceptional children. rthe bright. * 
the du'J. the handicappedJ 

_ * - * Of 

c. SkfU m maintaining disciphne 

it©ur undf^rstanding of t^^e' nature of the beaming process 

Yout knowledge of sourtres pf teaching materials 

J. Your ability to use teach'mg matertal*s effecti vely^^ 

Your kn(>wle'cfoe and understanding of ^ . 

.a. The pufDoses of the school in relation to the over-ai i 
Purpose 9f sortety 

t>. The socitii structure of the coriwumty arid ji^'meaning for 
. educatton . * 
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1 > D 



II 
I.? 

2^B 



IT 0 
III 

o - 
£•0 «9 

5 " c 
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A ^ 



> 5 
5 > 00 



36 \ 
' 37 
' 38 \ 

39 

40 • 

41 

42 

43 



45 . 
46 
47 
48 » 
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51 



experiences 



jntroduction to. teaching 
generaI psychology 
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, 0 






prep,)f utic^ 
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EDUCATIONAL'VSYCHOLOGY 
SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF EDUCATION 
f' HISTORY AND PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION 



EVALU?5kTlON AND GUfDANCE 

meYhods COURS 

MICRO TEACHIN^ 
STUD^fVT TEACHING 




nstructfon in 



ivuraM how wou.'d you rate ,he quality d mstructf^^ ,n the coHegl o 'educat.on? 1 

. 2. somewhar unsatisfactory ^ a ^,o.thor unsatrsfactory nor satisfactory 

iTj»4 somov/hat saii^factory,; ^ v«ry sotisfaciory. / T 
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> J? 
5 



I. very unsatisfactory 
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Il:T.::'''.i^TL\?,:\.V"'k^^^^ te.chor oduca„on cfoaram her^ arTonnessee Toch. Our duojosos ,n this study a,e ,o 

ouf problems. Your t^ 

,1 « , complete this Quest»onna(ro. AH (riformat«onivi>i^'b'e tVoa^^^a^ 

?»«H tonUuSions roofosenting ^rouo data wiM be reported. ■r'J^o^ uurfiea ds conTi dentrai and only 

^^sod^^fu'^iu'tn-^ '^^'^"'"'^ tdking' a few mmutes to Ml m the mdicated blanks and for foturn 



.m,no your app'r.,.uU of ^our corie^ie^ pTop^ration/ o^/Mea^Mng" e;pe^^^^^^^^ ^^%to 
on^to the Quest.ons drnt statements beldw w.ll be of grent help and w.ll be much top oc.at^^^^^ 

.t ilouKl tako voo f^o morc> than fifteen mmutes to romnr^.*. n..««;.n.l..r.T a". LtI^I^^^A .1'''^;. statements require only, a check 



Q the guos|ionTiaite in the enclosed 



Smcerely vours. 



J Wry 8. ayeW^ \J 



Assistant touhe Oean 



*4 irne. 



l AST 



Con troi No- 



first 



o MtDOtE 



Sex 



MAIDEN 



1. Mau 



2. Female 



5- 




_1 21^-^24 



. : 25-29 



. 3 30 - 34 



. 4 35-39 



.5 40 - 49 . 



1. Sing' ' 



2/Married . 



Mtes vo^tj -.v-vf '.vojking to-vard the Master'? degree at Tech. From. 
Vg.' wh-r votj first rfgi s tertid fo^^gf/duate wo'k at Ter^nesseo J"ech- 

0 

Vtit-^rt- cjf J voti . or>pi-»t'*>otji Sachefof's degree? ^ " 

v\?Sat voaf cJrd you ff'ce^vO yoor"B*obhelor"s degr^? . 



3a Divorced^ 
year to- 



6 50&over 

4. Widowed - 



vit w<}> vour gr i(ju3te m^jjor at TennePssee Tech? . ^jg^ ^1. Admim stratfo/i and Supervision 2. Guidance and 

ocns-t.og 3- ^£i«montary 4. Rtffdmg Secondary . ^. ^Health and Physical Education 



. / £ar. , Chi)dho<rd 



>%«t vv<»s vo i' fX^ifT !0 mirtor «irea? 

^K-ib'^nJ' »if- IM- kjos»;)on thd{ you ^k^ldWnng' the current s^lT6ol,.year. 



. S..*Soectal Education 



. 7. Mrht J-V 



, \ 4. Homecndkc 



S. Principal . 



_ 1. Teacher _ 
6. SupeVyisor^_ 



2. Student 

7- Librar'ian * 



. 8. ' 111 c« 's'jtv Acirrttoistf^Jjor, 



-9. Counselor. 



-to. Othor.' 



fhon Syi'err^or ^r"f> foyer . 



arr»t» (if S<_hor 



'ldr<^-s^ of S"^oot , 



* Cfty 

ejS'.- indtcd?o yoof SdiaVy for the currant schodt year 



State * * Zip Code 

_ 1. Less thari $7,0004-1 2. s7,(50Uo SS.OOQ ' 



7. Wore than si 2.000. 



4. S8,001 to SlO.OOO 5- SiC.OOl ^o St 1.000 Si I.OOt to 512.000^ 

< ) \ 



d . iO'T>fi ►•te any grad;j,H'» v/ork at other institutions Pr^ot to enroHieg at Tech? 

•^S-ittiTlQ . . • 



. 1 . YOS 



. 2. .No. If yos. at.^hat ' 



.vv it'l /im ij<»t your yroSL-n* jOb' . 



4. Conyr^e.'ciaJ employment agency , '"^2. Toch Placement Office 

. 1. P fsorirji AddIj c.»ttor» 4, profcssor at TArK . • q Other. • j 



I 1 /fii, f ■ ' /-• 'i 1 in<'i.j! ,ji>,i%tc»nt ♦» •durf'ng your perio<} of'tjrarfUate work at Tech' 
i. \ n t'» - 



, 1 . NonO-^ - 



♦3 ^' 



■ ?. Assistnntship 

_ 2 Nq, ff rxv. how many hours hav<* you completed ' j , | 

-.^ < r Doctoratf 1 . Yes — 2. No. no. how m.mv hours' h.ivo voti 



»k 'o i'»vV M^, t» .ipi»i«cabJ« . Ch'jrk only »f you haye u)fTH>letPd part or ill oKf^^iP^^owino: 
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LLOWING ARE QpESTlONS THAT ARE RELATED DIRECTLY TO YOUR PRftcRAM OF STUD\f AT TECH 
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intef»{;>t of pfofos^bfs in students 
AnQCuncoffieots of cfondlmes 

* . , • / . ^ ^ 

AccessfbMitv of Drofessots 

^< > 

Amount of gufdarc«» qtven in planning and carfying out program 

AdoQu'Jcv ot hbrofy 
if '• * 

Adcqo*ic\ of Lcd/mng R«sot;/ces Center in Colfege of Education 
Ir^'itrurtion tn m/jjo* ♦?»*;ld ^ , 

'OStHii i»on i.n mmof * 
jfCheijuhng ot » ours^S * ^ 
\ 




y-iui thv oyc-iaf ! vaiuf^ of the foUowving courses m relation to your career obifttives. 



rd«/at>nn»il RosOHKh 

hV.ltiOfW St<ltiSliCt. 

• 'o L xi><«;i«jnr.' or P''1<Stirurrs 
V'Sf.Vi h ^R'»t>oft or P^robJCm 
'uljltc Schocjt A (*7>ini^^t ration 
Sa^♦»rv»»lon of tnsiTyct'On ^ 
Currt\*ufurn OevOfoll^^nl 
School Commumtv Relations 
tntfoductioo JO GLP(1'3ncc 
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Advisdfv Part Scores - l^E 
S, S 

L, & F. A, 

Science 
Math 

. Teaching i^rea Exam 

Educ.^ T^.^.t;'.. . 

Cpnoon Exam — OTE- 

Written Eng. 
* 

S. "S.*, Lit. F. A 
€c±. & >fath 
Wt* Subtotal 
^t. ConmoA . 
Compolite 




.Date 



' ^efloah 'College Testing 




Transcript 
Social Science 
/Science 
Mathemaftics 
Sngiish 

^du-c^tion Psy 
Major Field. 
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Principa-ls Evaluation of 'Subjects 



TV. p y T^f subjects were asked to complete two questionnaires. 

,The Principals Questionnaire (Appendix B-4) was originad-ly developed by ' ' 
the Office .of the Ass^>ciate Dean in 1970/ and parallels the followup 
questionnaires for B.A. graduates " (Appendix B-1) relative to various areas- 
of the teacher education, program. -Ea-ch principal was asked to r^te each . ' 
subject on 59 categories on a'scaj'e of 1-5 (very unsatisfactory to very 

jsatisfactory) . * ' / ' • * 

* Each subject's principal wd» als6 asked to complete the Tea^Tier Eval- 
^ uation.by Supervisor Form^ This instrument was a' modif icatibn of an 
• instrument originally developed at Kansas State Teacher's College (6). JThis 
fona allowed tjhe principal to, rate the subject aft- a scale froln 105 on four - 
■ areas of teacher behavioV including: 1) subject matter competencies, " 
I) relations with students, 3) appropriateness of assignments and academic 
. expectations, and 4) overall classroom effectiveness. A copy of this ° 
X iistrunent is- contained in Appendix B-5. ,' ' • ' 

8 
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APPENDIX B-4 , 



A FOLLOW-Ue_STUDY OF TEACHER^ EDUCATION GRADUAIfS OF' 
TENN'E^SEi TECHNOLOGICAL [iNIVERSff'^Yv ^ 



.k"" r,7"""** «'^<^''«"'-? '^'^ <.rtoC3..of, proMam here »t.Tonnes50« Tech. Our Purpose, .n th.s .tudy- to 

'oo :1 ::r"* r-'l"""? '"'""'^•">" °" ^o^^^'- poacher e<,uca„on p,oo,Wc3nrt,-a^,ov,d! Th, .n 

r^,.. ,.,. 0, ,h„ o,.,so« ;,n<) -oiu.n.no ., ,o us ,n ,ho enclosed «dd,«S',or1 envelope. All m(o,mal,on wai bo tre.ted as confident.*! and 
•r... CH.Cus.ons .op...^<.«t.no o-rwo .d.v.i..«^ reDOr.cd. Pleose .iccr:.1 ouY thanks for c.oa>ple,.no th.s quest.onn^.re 



SmcofOiv yours. 



J^HRV 0 AV^RS^d.O. 

A Jmin»s"r3ii ve Assistant tors 

St)OiC>a< r<»irv»ce3. CoUege of 

Education 



foonusswe Tec^knologicfll Umvorsjiy Graduate 



Control fsiiimbor 



o ou, grodu^to ■« -o.at.on ,0 o^he, .tuchors op you- st;.ff on ,he follow.no po.n.s. Plea^^a chock ,ho appiopr.ate ,P.ce for «ch .,em. 

t J . o > 
o o 

^ c 

« c * 
3 



stondino'lhe, QOaSs c**the jcf^ool 

13 » aDDea>^nce • " 

asn^fox jtr&-iepcfnno DfofessiQn x 

ibifi:v in the ciassfoonr> 

a^t»on and dcpCfidabilttv 

es toword children 

, % , 

«5 toworc} follow teachers * 
OS Tov^jfd^upOf viSOf S y * 
rv tn matntai/ing cffictai fuco^ds and 

f * * 

tdndino ond osmg coursos of^ Study and 
'um Quidos ' >.«• * 

offcgiwe uso of comrraunity re sources 
>0 disciplinary problems 

o • 

acQuaf Qtod'with iho conrvnunity and tt*s 

I abreas!. of recent professional dovetoo.ro^its 
'ng PuOjI progress 

ing pupils who Seom disinterested ' ' 
>sh»ps with paroots 

anon fn professjonai octivmes * ; 

il for advar>co'T)ent »n the profession • ' * ' 

ships wtth feMow idachors * 

off-»C!»veooss of ithis petson in con)p2r»sd^> 
Of torichcrs in Y^ur school 

QUAtiftc.itiOns of this Person to t^ach m 
ttC4ita> schooi'sttuation ' * 
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Jer to evaloi:. our teochoi orcoawt.orN proora-n, w<; would apprecia.eVour .nd.cat.no 'the degree to wh.ch vou feel th.to.r.on 
,«,..K...^...„„,,,,.„,,„,_„„,,,,,^„,,„,3.„,,^,^,,^.^,^^ Please chec? the. appropr'are ipac^ fo^^cl; ..^^^^^ 



9, 



o^c»rMi 



i 

27 
28 
29 

30 

31 
32 



33 
34 

35 
36 
37 
- 38 
*^39 



40 

40 
41 
^ 42 
43 
44 

f 

45 
-46 
47 

60 

61 , 
62 



S3 
64 

65 
56 
57 , 



68 

69* 

61 
62 
63 



APPENDIX B-5 



78 



PRINCIPAL TEACHER EVALUATION ,FO>M 



Teacher :^<^_ 



Date; 



. \ Teaching ^is z 
to help the school 
teaching, yov^ are 
named instructor ' s 
tea(9hing id'oscribod 
number .5; the lowe 
represents your op 
ing.s for each 'diir^e 
to"' the left of the 
used 'far thq expre 



ha most' important task Qf the 
'bo be informed re^garding the 
requested to indicatpd your o 
performance in the four iiupo 
on the following pages. The 
St is number 1. .Please encir 
inion of the individual. Thr 
ns-ion'are describe^ by words' 
numbers. The intermodiatfe n 
ssion of ^your opinipns. \. 



school. In order 
quality of it.s 
pinion oZ the 'above 
rtant di^nenTsioKis of 

highest rating i s 
cle ^the number that 
ee of the five rat- 
'and phrases prin^c^- 
umbprs jnay ,also^bc^ 



:NST0NS 0¥ T^AC^IING. . t)ESCRIPTlVE WOmq AND^PimASES 



RATING 



Subject Matter 
Competence 



/ 



' Thorough-; /bro^ad,^ and J»cafcirate knowl- 
^ edge of ' thedry and practice; very 

/ able to Qrg^nize, interpret , ^exp] a in 

and illustrate concepts and frelation- 
- ships!:-, ^ ^ 

> r 

>^ Adequate under stc^nding; most inter- ^ 
pret^itions and explanations are 
clear ♦ . • 

Knowledge of subject is "limited ; 
^ does not give cl<ear explanations 
and illustrations. 



4 
3 









Relations with 
Students 

. «» 

f 


€ 

Excellent rapport; feeling of good 
will prevails; very interested in . 
students; easily approached; stu.--* 
dents are challenged' yet individ-- 
ual'ity -is respected-. \ . . ^ 


' 5 

» 




Adequate rapport; shows some inter-' 
^st in^student^s; usually approach- 
a'ble;^tudents are encouraged' to . 
participate; "shows some s'ense of 
humor ^ ^ 






Seems- Unfriendly -and unrespon^sjvd ; 
impatient; sometimes antagonizes.^ 
students; too busy to be helpl:u] . - * 


„.■ 2 

1 . 
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J - 



°9 J% 



.1. 



Appropriateness of* 
Assignments and 
Academic E>^;ectat ibn» 



Assignments are challenging; he 
allows 'for odiffei en'ces of ability 
but expects superior achlevpmcnt; 
stresses ^jmpbrtant ^topics and s^on- 
c^Pts and axpids giving. 'time to 
tr^ia-l details; demand^*" cr j tica^ 
, »and analytical thought! tests -seeBi 
valid\ 

Most assignments arp clear, r,$)a.son- 
able and related to clasp workT 

• expocts-vmiderstandiag not memori- 
y nation; , recoqni;r:cs,ivindd vidua 1 di'f- 
i.,,f-o;t:cnces among students' but qonf:r- 

.ally -soems to .ignore then; 'tests * 
are usiTajtly relato^a -to dssignnicnts 

• 3n<I^6lar>s.work.^ " - . .1 ^ 
• ^ - , ' 

•Assignnient;= are unrealistic, often 
■not plear, noli related ^to class ' 
\^'ork; student:s^o not -knov/ v;hat 'the 
teag}rer'%5ciic;Cts<; te'sts .seem uliVe la- 
ted to assigiTiT^nts and^ cla'ss.. work . 
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5 



4 



♦ * 



4 



^^%f.l.J^}''^^''°°''' Lessons are ..carefully planned and 
Effectiveness show-do* n i Hjp.^^n>-r^^c^^...,^^^„'v„_j^.. - 



show -deiini^e purpose; words "coirTe 
•easily; -wellr-organi^ed ideas and 
■■^ concepte'aro clearly, related; ,enthV 
.siastic and stimuiatihg'; raises' 
( . tl:iou^ht„prov6k'5n'g^^estis)ns; dis- » 
. cussio^r-aro -liveff;- pleasingrf^antier, 

frc^e fi^m annoying ' manVcrlsmsT i ' 

Usualfy well-preparddr:.,purpdst2s--aT0/ 
,^^;^^us.uMly cljSaJT; presentations-. are / 
- ' ;farrly wGll-prgarri-^ed enco.Uoragles ' ' ' 
. st-udent parti.cipatid^;f,^l5?^^ion-- . " 3 
■ ; -able mannerisms ai^-e ' nOlS^^Blte' 'or* f 
' , .numerous; asks.Vonfe f^°^^^SK.ons.!. ' - 

V Lessons' not planned , ■ purpo''s''es are 

. . ■ ^- I,ackina-c)r vague ; jjelatiohships^of ' * 'Vl'T ' 
^^,/'Qoncepts^are not explained; asks' ' - ^ ' 
I few que-itions; sybject s>s^ms uninter-' 
• • _ 6sting tO^him; 1repecftfedly\xHibits 

e .»'an«oying mannerisms-.' ' ' 1 



' If^you wish to comment further o^' this- instructor ' s teachimV , 
jnay.'u.^- the bapk of thiis ^hge. ■ ;^ teacnincr,^. 



you 



Persdnallty Scale 

The California F^-Scale, Torms 45 and 40, was developed bV Adomo', et 
al. (7), to measure individual prejudices and an ti-deiiK)cratic /tendencies. 
The 28 item instrument relates to opinions, regarding a numb^r/*of social 
groups and issues about which some people agree and others disagree. The 
subjects were a«fce*-to respond to each item on a six point stale ranging 
y • . from strong opposition (disagree) to strpng support (agreement) • Relia- 
bility the.F-Scale was determined by Adorno (8) as ..90. /The instrument 
• was administered to ^1 subjects during their first year of/ participation 
in the study. 'Appendix B-6 contains a copy of the instrument, 

Scpring of the instrument was accomplished by adding Algebraically*' +4 
' • . to the Response, to each item on the questionnaire. THlis the* individual 

score for each item ranged from 1 to 7. The scores fo| ea'^h'of the 28 items 
were summed. Scores can range from 28 to 192 with llE being the mid'-point. 
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The following statements i-^efer/t/ opinions regarding a number 
ot social .groups and issues, a^^utAjUijEh some people agree and 
others dis-agree. Please mark e^^yt^temelit in the left-hand mar- 
gin .according to- your agreement, m /disagreement as-follows: " 

uppo^ty^^^^^ element ' , ' ^ ' 

tVX^ig r e erne n t ^. ^ 

AVkaement . * . . 

pn, 'M^\sagreement ^ 

on, d^^^greement v - 

^^th^^^ty are the most important' ' 
earn^^^fV*'^ 

J^J^crs^, • habr^s, and breeding can 
ongiwith decent people ^ 

and work mbr^/ everybody would \ 

manufacturer are'-muc^h' more* impor-^ 
artist and' the ptqfessor . 

but .there .are maiiyVimportant things 
understood the human i^nd.^'* 

should have complete, faith in sci^me super.natu^ral 
obeys without questife^n'. 



^1 i Obedience 
virtues ch 



» 2 > A pers 
• hardly 



^3. If peopl 
be bett 



J. The b 
.'tant 

_5. Scienc 
that c 

_6 • Every 
power 

7 . Young 





grow up 


8, 


What'tl' 
prograup 
~ in vho]/r 


9. 


Nobody 1 
suffer 1 


10. 


No san<^ 
a clos(? 


•11.- 


-What t:i 
'determ 
^.and cd| 




.get rebellious ideas, bi^^s they 
over them and settle ^^wi). 



most,, more than law? and .p^oiit;tcal 
cigeou^, tir^le^s, devoted-.le^ders 
put their faith. ' , l . 



ing really important except .frhrpugh 

saf^|, [nbrmal, 'decent person could ever think of hurtina <• 
los(? ::ri.end or relative. ^ * ^ . y,^ 

■^e yoii-Bh 
:n<ation 
in:ry. , 



erJc 



ybu^h needs most is strict discipline, rugged"^ 
'■ion and the will- 'to wo^rk and fight for family 



9: 




, An. insulb to oui? honor" should alv;ays be punished. 

_a-5; Sex crimes^- such' as. rape and attacks oji children^ dese-jrv^ 
more thajv mere .inpi;isonment; such criminals 'ought to bk 
publicly whipped, ' or v;orse. ' ' ' . ' \ 

— 14. There .is /hardly' anything lower than a parson v;ho does' not 
^ feel a great. lOve, gratitude / and respect for his parents. 

15- ^Jost of Qjit sosiai pz^blems v;ould 'be solved if .we'coTild 

.somehow get rid of the ijvunoral, crooked, and 'feeble- 
minded people. ■ -- - ~- 

t •. ■ • ' • • - - . M 

1^* Homosexuals .are hardly -fetter then criminals and ought to 

be severely punished. - \ " • • ' 

_^17, Whem a person has a' problem or worry^^ it is best 'for him 

not. to think about it, but to keep busy with more cheerful 
things 4 ' ' . ^ * ' . • ^ • 

_:18, Nov/adays more and more people ^re prying into matters that 
should remain personal and private. ' ^ 

_19: 'ScJme people .are iDorn v/ith a^n urge to jump from high places. 

_20, Peoplce can be divided" into t^.-o distinct cJLassQs: the weak 
' artd the str.ong. « . ^ ^ . 



_21., Some day it v/ill' probably be shovm that astrolo^gy can >^ 
...explain aflot of things. 

22.. Wars^ and .sox::ial trouble may someday be ended bv^'earthquake' 

or flood that will destrpy the v/hole world, 

_23. ^fo.\^^eakness .pr di'fficulty can hold us back if we have 
enough v/ill pov/er. ^ ^ - * 

_^4. Mo;st*people don't fealis^e hov/ mucin out live^ are controlled 
,-by plots hatched in 'secret places. 

. / ^ - V ■ ' 

Jl25. Human nature being v/hat it is, there will alv>ava be war and 
-conflict. ^ ' ' \ . ^ 

__2 6. 'Familiarity breeds contem^pt. * ' . . 

_'^7. Nowadayfe^ when so many different !<injis pf pf^bple move around 
and mix toge-ther so m!ucbr/ a person has* to - prj).t.ect hipiSolf 
especially garefully>^ against cWiching Tin infection Jr. 
idisecisev from them,"^' ' ' / 

'-^^ ' \ ,^ ' / ^ . 

The, wild life of the old Greeks and Kcnians v;as tame /com- 

parted to sop/^e of tho goings-on in this do\:ntrfr evfen in 
pl-Aces. v/hei^, people .m^gh.t least eiicpect it. ' / 



■<jdise 

.28. 



ERIC • 





.85 



Student Evaluation of Teaching 

• Ti^o forms of the Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET)" were used in 
collecting data -about the teachers ia^he study. The SET was designed to 

data S'oh'i?.H'°" classroom size groups ^nd yields sijriificant 

data about children's feelijvgs. toward theiir teacheri ^ 



(.SET- 1), ^he SET-I was developed by 



( student Evaluation of Teachinn 
Veld^n and Pecle C9);4nd was utilized to oStain' ra^Ii^gs ^rom^pupurco^! . 
cerning five, dimensions of teacher behavior. , Veldman (10) has describea-' 
these^dimeift^io;.^ as: "1) friendly .and cheerful, 2) knowledgeable and 
poised, aVlively and interested, 4) firm controVind 5) non-directive 
(democp^iclprocedure)," Data from th SET-I yer.e obtained from pupils of 
subWts teachifig in gradeg four and above. Appendix B-7 contains a copy 
or/the instpument. ^ ' vj, 

The SET-I .was ^cored in the following' manner: 

1. The responses were assigned valulT'or '1-4 where one was Very Much False 
and 4 Very Much True. • ^ xac 

2. Means of each of' the ten items were- computed and item means were 
multiplied by' :a. -factor of 100. > . ' • - 

H ■ ' ■ ' _ . . , , , . 

3. The refined scores wdre then paired accordi^ig to the dimensions they 
Were measuring. ... ■ , • • s,-' , 



Item 1 with Item 
Item 2 with Item 7 
Item 3 with Item 8 
Item 4/ with Item^9 
Item i with Item 10 



Friendly and Cheerful. . 
Knowledgeable and Poised 
Lively and Interested 
Firm Control 
Non-Directive 



.In aadition to scores from the five dimensions," a .composite sdofe^ w^s 
obtained by finHing their man. ■ \ 



, , S/fcudent' Evaluation of T eaching (SET II) . ' The SET-II was de'velbpe? by 
^^^JJ^]^^^^^ and Peck (11) and was utilized to obtain • ratings from' pupils 
cWrnip three dimensions^ of te&cher behavior. Tfiese dimensions were- 
i.) atimijlating. Interaction .Style,*. 2) Unreasonable Negativity',' dad 3) • 
FoslieT5nce.;^f Self-Esteem. Data from the SET-II -were obtained 1W pupils 
orysubjects 'in grades kindergarten tiirough three. Appendix B-6 contains* a 
copy of the teacher tally sheet for use with the 'instrument. ^ 

Xh^in5.t_rjjsent^ consisj» of 22 items which are printed/upon smkll cards 
#ach with an. identifying "stamp" on 'the upp^r right-hand corner of.each. '/ 
/The teacher tally sheet (Appendix B-8) shows all 22 items and their re'lation- 
ship to the various dimensions of the test. * •• " *'l 

When the test is administered, the examiner "orally .identifies each card 
by its stamp to "ttie chi'l'dren.' The wordina of ' the it4ms is pirinted upon ' 
the cards merely for its face- validity value. ''The exarfihfer then reads the 
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Child beU:ver;h:1t:jeL«° \'e' t: K ^'Sefthe'^^f f^'^J-' " 

and if he believes the 'st^t^^-m^^^ I I r , P^^ces the card in the mailbox 
wastebasket/'?hrinstrum£^^^ It be fa^e he -places the card in th'e. 
Sheet (Appendix ' scored" by use of^the teacl^er tally 



1 V ^ 



{ 
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STUDENT EVALUATION OF TEACHING 
D. J.- Veldman's R. P., Peck 



J 



\ 



Teachei:' s .iast Name: 

Sub j ect : * 

School: 



Circle The Right Choices Below 
teacher * sex: -M F 
my sex: M F ' I 

my , grade, le^el: 

3 ^4 5 6 7 8 9 IQ-dl- 12 



DO NOT 'USE 



5 ^total 



Shfion^^v,"^ ^^""^ Choices in front of each s-tatementi 

■The four choices .n^an: y , . ^^^^u^ni-^ 

F. ='.V8ry Much False 
' * ' ' f More False Than True 

t = ilore True Than False. * 
T = Veri\ Much True ^ ' . ' 

4 



Thig Teacher: 
F £ t • T 
F f t " T . . 
F f t T . 
F f ' t T- . . 
F f 't , J 
F'. -f^. t T 
,r ( f- t : T. • 
,F( f t T . 



1 * 



•t .T- 



•F f t ^ 
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is always friendly toward students 

— « 

• knows a lot al?out *the subjectv * ' ' 

« ' » * •> • 

is nev.er dull or boring. 

r ■ / ' ■ 

expects a lot-.from. students". 

asks for students', opinions before making -decisions 
is usually cheerfiji and optimistic."' ' ' ' * 
is not' con,fuded >y unexpected questions, 
makes, learning- more li'kg fun than work. 
4oesn't Ut. students get away with anything, 
often giveg students a choice in assigfiments . ^ 

r ^ ' 4 

t 

, ^<^-' « • * ' ' ' ' 
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Instruct: Ions; All 'the i adivi-d\fctl, student ' s scor.irig rodords ^for ' 
due teaeher should bp "posted on this sheet. 

Toa^'l^^r ■ Grade Date . 



SUf.ll4ARY OF SCORES: -Pajt^t I. (Subtotal) 

(SuJatdtalJ" 
J . (Total) ■ 

P4"t II- (^TdiiQl) ^ 
Pajrt ill. (Tolbal) 




* -4 



I . gj^lgml a tj ngj ._ t n r a c t i o n Sty 1 g 

• IJtem ^ ' I 

'5 S|xG makes /school fun, 
^ 4 The kids like hom^, 

1-5^ She^likes us kids. ^ 
'13 /She thinkS' wo are a smart 

class. . 
18 She ^.hinks kicJs are qood. 

*Subscore; Total Rapport 



True (T^ 


-i) 


False 


(F:--2) 


TALly 


'Score 


' Tally^- 


'Score • 




\ 

\ 








\ 

•"\ 








\ 

\ » 






1— 


\ 

\ 


V - 














V * 














y:'^; . *Sabtotal: . 











7 She helps us a lot. 
9. She listQns to what we want. 
3 , We can tell how -she wants 
things done. ^ * 
17 She likes to teach. ^ 
. / . ^' I 
*Subscore: 'Total Interactional 
Cbmpbtence 



' — r- 






4 










■ ■! 








i 


r 






^ , ^ ' •■ • " 

/ ,, *Subt6tal: . ■-■ 


* N = ' 







Scale Tp^tJal 
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» (Tally Only) ^ < 

•2 . She makes what wc'-loarn i nliorost i ng 
23 She is nice wlicn wc make lUi^Gtakos 



U nreas onable Nog at ly it;^ 



.Item 
' 8 
22 

20 ' 
10 
■ 6 



She gets^' mad a lot. 
She thinks- I laa^' ' 
She thinks I act ugly. 
She gives us too much work'. 
SUe aly;ays picks on people. 



Tall-y^ 



Score 



False (ir--?.) 



Tally 



.Score 



H) = 



(F) 



Scale Total „ 

■f- N - 

, ( S c a ]. e " Me an" S c o re)' 



ir-T- 



i'V:)til or.^nce of Self-^/Sbtoem 
ft-em 

15 She likes ine^. 

12 - She thinks X <'^rn snart. 

3 4 She -thinks ..xVan do a lot 

^ ^ on lay ov;n . 
19 She l:kes':i[:br lae to help 

her . ' ^ 
21 Hhc uhin^cs I have* good 

« idea.f ' • 
11 She 'thinks I work hard 




Sckfe .Total 
(Scale'^MeHn" Score) 



Numl^er' of students who rated t-his 'toa.chor. , . x 

cll^-tical ' or counseling use only at' Grade:: l-M At Grades 4 

d abvove, une as sepc.rate * 5^cal e scotes,- /PappojM. bncomai the 

rne qf Scfalc.4, 3 n tor ac t iona 1 Compe tVjiico the "nan o I: ScaLo ],) 



A ten category interaction, analysis system was utilized to record - 
^observed classifoom behavior.' This system was basically described by Amidon 
and Flanders (12) and consisted of seven categories of teadher talk, two 
catagories of .student 'talk and one non-verbal category, ^he observers' 
recorded a numerical val^ue corresponding to a particular category every 
three ^seconds or every time the categories changed. Thys, an obj-ective 
.record was obtained of the variable inte^actibn within .the classroam. ' 
Three to ^ twenty minute observat ions- per subjept wer^ recorded durifie ' ' 
each half-day visit. . - . ^ . . ^ 

^ * Appendix B-9 shows a summary of the ten categories! employe'd in tie "* 
stady. This tabl« was talken directly -from Amidon and Flanders It 
will be noted that under the categories of teacher talk .therfe are two major, 
categories - indirect influence- containing four sub-categories and direct 
■influence containing three sub-c^tegores. , Frequencies tpr each category 
were tallied .and a 10 x 10 matrix, was determined for statistical treatment. 
Five measures of classroom behavior were^bbtained- f rom tjhe data collected 
by interaction analysis. ^^Dg^riate categories yefe combined and ratios 
computed to determine Ihe ;i$llowing -mea'sures: * 



I/D 



^. i/d 



Indirect to Direct Ration. = ' 
Sum of Categories 1, 2,^3* 4 
Sum, of Categories 5, "6, 7 



diyided by. 



ST/TT 



4. Sil/Tot 



5, - V *Lec/Tot 



^^Revised Indi-reot to Direct Ratio ; 
^xjm^of Categories 1, 2, 3 divide^^ by 
, Sum of Categories 6, 7 • ' 

Student Talk to Teacher Talk* = • 1 
Sum of Categories 8, 9 divided, byi 
Sum'of Categories 1, 2, 2, 4, 5,..^ 

>^ i 1 

! r 

Sil-ence to Total Teachiag = , !• 
Category 10 divided by • ! 1^' 

Sum of Categories 1, 2^ 3, 4, 5, 6,' ^ 

' * . I • I ! 

Lecture t(^otal Teacliing.= 
Category 5 divided by ' 
Sum of Cat-egories- 1, 2, 3\ 4, 5, 6'/* 7 



Classroom QbseTvation Record 



The.Clkssroom Observation Record developed by Ryans (14) was used to 




r-^ers circled the 'approp 
after each;(^ay's observation -period) 



) served 

ranting for each dimension *lnnnediately 
.Appendix B-10 shows a copy of the 
rating shept used, as a part of the stiudyw Also .shown '*in the appendix are 
a listing af generklized descriptions of /critical behaviorl of teachers and 
a glossary of terms -applicable to use with the Classroom ObsefVation Record, 
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Ttickman Teacher Feedback Fotm . ' • ' ' . 

' ' i ' — • 

The Tuckman" Teacher Feedback Form (15) was used to assess four dimen- 
. sions of teaihing: 1) Creativity, 1) Dynamism (dominance and energy), 
3) Organized Demeanor (organization and control), and 4) Warmth and 
Acceptance. A seven scale interval was used to. rate each of 28 items (the 
observers* completed ghe iostrument immediately after each day's observation 
^-■p^i^od). - Appendix B-11 shows a copy .of' the rating sheet used as a part of 
^ the 'Study. • The four dimensions from the instrument were computed outlined 
on thfe rating sheet. • Us^ of the instrument- in tbe longitudltfal study, was 
Initiated in 1976-77. , - . ^ , ■ 



APPENDIX B-9 , . 

Summary of Categories for ,l;.teractio.n Analysis^r 
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ACCEI'TS FJ^ELIl^iG: Accepts and ,clarif fes the ^ 
feelino tone o' the students in a non-" 
threatehin^ manner'. ; 

PRAISES OR EViCoV \lAGF.Si Praisei^. or encourages 
nti2dent act. ion or behavior, ' 

3^^- ACCEPJ^S ,0R4JS^-:s^ IDEAS OF ^STUDENTS: Clarifying, 

. ^ ' . building or* develpping ideas suggested by 

a 'student . * ^ ' * ' 

• 

ASKS QUESTIONS: Asking ^ qvie'stion '^bout con--. 
' tent or procod ire with the intent that a ^ • 
'stiirlent <^nHV^r' a -question. 



5,^ LtE<;Tt)RirG: Giving facts 'or opinions abdut con- 
tun-*' cr proced-urcs. ,^ - ' . « ' 

GIV^N^, DiFJ^CTrON:-?: Directions commands-, or 
orrl-^rs v;ith v/bich a' student is vcxpec?fced to 

CRir-^CJZlUG OIn .70STIF"iJNG AUTHORITY: State- 
r^int*=: inteh;3^.i** to «hange stydent behavior^ 
^ir:\Vy\ non-accc';>tab>e to acceptable patterns. 



3t;;pen:t TALK-r<..jrOMr.£: *^Talk by s'tuden^ts in 
^^'^> ^STl'D .? T TM^K-^liilTlMTTON: Talk by st'udonts. 



10. ' Slir.rr:;. ok COK U.SIO^I: Pauses,, short periods 
-woncc Dnd'^jt^.rjods of confusion. 



*oai doi[i , ^ Ecmund J , and . Nau i\ F J an^^ er s . The '^ Role dj^ the Teacher 
\"n t he p 1 a s s ro o \ , ^'I'^^j-^^l fox I'nde x standing and Improving Teach- 
.r . ^Tassrocm_B"^iHayT^ y^lTInvaj:' >] Ts^ Asspciation for Productive 
.^^aching,, 197?.; pi '3 4", ' ^ ^ * . , - 

•oVcaie is Impfi^d '>Vjo nirn^e^ 1 tlirough, 10 . ' Each* number in 
c'Tassif icntory c>:,d 'is de: i'.rjoJ to .I.ri:nr)te a particulair kind of 
.:'.n*jrmnication evrtr^.* • ' * / I * ; ♦ 



APPENaiX TB-IO 



ClffasVootft-Obscrvntion tetfftrd . 
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Tcocher^ Chnractrert^ t lea Study 



Teacher^ 



School ' 



-PUPIL EEHAVTQg 

U Ap,ichetlc 
♦2. Obstructive 
' 3. Uncertain 
^. Depcndrut 



5. • Partia-1 

I 

' 6. Autocratic * 

* 7, Aloof • 

8. Res'ttlctPd 

11. Stereotyped 
* 12. Apathetic 
13. - Unimpreistv^e 

lb* ^Erratic ' 

16, Excitable 

17. I'ncertain 

16. Disorganized 
.19. * Inflexible^ 
20'. Pcsaimi9ttc 

21. ^tocatute 

22. . UBzit^ 



ERJC 



.1,2 3 4 5 6 7 N 
I 2 *3 4 *5 6 "7 N 

- I ' 2 3 4 -s; '6 -7 N 

1 ? 3 4 56^7 N 

i ' 2 3,4 5- '6 7 N 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 M 

I i 3 4 8 5 & 

1 2 3- 4 5 -6 7 

'1.2 3 4 5 67 N 

1 2 3' 4 5 . 6 7 ^ ' 

1 1 2 3 4 5 ■ / N, ' 

' l 2 3 4' 5 - 6 7 H 

} 2' 3 4 5 6 7 n' 

a 

1 2 '3 <, 5' 6 7 K 

^ V 3 A 5 W 
1^3-4 5' 6 7 N 



Sex 



Clasa or 

^Subjtct 



J>«tc 



TUit 




Reaponaible 

Confident 

Initiating 



• Fair ' 
Democratic , 
^(e^ponalVe - 

; Undez:aUllding 

i * t 

. Kindly 

S tf imuU^ng 

Original . 

• Al.ctt . * ' 

Attractive 

Reaponaible 

Steady . 

.Boiacd 
* * ■« 
:C6nfidijpt^ 

« , ^ 

'Syateckatic 
Adaptitble 
b^tlmli^lc 
Integrated* 



1 2 3 A 5. 6 7 N- • j»ro«i 

■ ' : 107 y ^ 
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ncUKE I 



G<ncralitcd 6osciL pti.ons >of Critical 
• ^ ' . gchiiirior.*? of Teachers * 



• ^ ^' Eftecrive Behaviors 

♦ I* Alert, .appears enthusiastic. 

2. Appears interested in pupils and cUseroon 
activities. ^. 

CheerfuJr, optimistic* ! 
4* ScU-controlled, not easily upset. 
5; liikes fun, has ^s »8enBe"q^ humor. * . 
6* Recognizes and A^its oim mistakes. 

• ' * .V. ; , ■ ► 

7» ^ ri» iairr impartial, and ob^Jecti^^e in; treat- 

oicnc oi pupils* * . • \ 
, * . .^ " 

St Is'^pationc. ^ ^L^^ ' - ^ 

9*. . Shoas understanding and sympathy int work- 
ing with' pupils. - 



0. Is friendly and cburteoua In relations with 
• pupils. ' . 

1. Helps pupils wich pei»vr^l as well %s ed- 
ucational^ problems. - ' 

2. Camends effort' and' gives praise for work 



veil done 



3. Accepts pupils' efforts as sincere; 

Anticipates reactions^ of .others ■in social 
situations. ' > 

>. Bncoursges pupile to iry to^do their l^st* 



ClasirOiW procedure ie planned and we I L 

dr^aulfied* , " ^ ' ^ , • 

Class roo« procedure is f lexible Afithiti 
v over-all plan. ' ' 

Anticipates ' individual needs. ■ 

St^imuUfces pupils through incerestiog and 
original materials and techniques* 

Conducia clear practical detaonstrations 
explanations* 

Ik cle^r and thotdugV in giving .directions. 



1 ' , ^ * I^effectkve. Beha'viora ' |' 
k 1 * - ' ( \ ' ^^"^ ^ ' 

Is apathetic, dull, appeirs bored.> ' 

2. Appears uninterested in pupils and class- 
room activrtiee. * » 

-3.^l8 depressed, pessimistic; appears iunhappy. 

4.. Looses t^empcr, is easily upset. 

Isjai'^rly serious, too occupied for humor. 

6. Is unaware of, or fails to admit, own mis- 

>^ takes.' 

7. lis unfair or* partial- in dealing-w.c./^ 
pupils* * - 

S. Is. impatient, ^ ' *• ^ : 

^ 9. Is short Viclt;pO[pils,. uses^ sarcastic r«- 
raarKs. or in other ways shii^s lack of 
sympathy with pupils, . 

10. Is aloof, and removed in relations with 

•pupils. ^ < , 

11. ^ Secerns unaware of pupils' personal ne^dt^and 

. problems. . • ' ^ ^ ^ 

12. Does not coomend pupils, is disapproving* 
hypercritical, 

. 13. la suspicious of pupil motives.' 

, 14. Does not anticipate reactions others in 
socirfl situations. 

* * * « * 

15. , Makes no effort to encourage pupils to .try' 
to do* their: besci - 

16. Proc^We ia without plan, disorganized. 

17. Shows extreme rigidity of procedure, in- 
ability to 4^part from plan. - 

^ • » 

,518. ^Fails. to.,p|:ovide.for indivitJual differences 
and' needs; of pupils. ' ^ 

. 19. Uninteresting materials *a»d teaching 
' tachniques used. 

2O4 Ocwonstratlons and Explanations are not • 
clear and are poorly conducted. 



« 




21. Directions are inc!o«f>lete, vague. 

a OS- 



Figure 1 (Continued)* 

22. Bncouragea puplU to vdHt through their 

bwn problema eveluite^thelr ecccmpUah- 
» nents* 

^'23, pieclpllnes In quiet, dignified, end pot- 
It Ive aenn^r. * ^ 

• s . 



^elp wU 



2A. Givea Kelp willingly. . 

*nd Atteeipti to reaolve potentlel 
difficulties. 



93 



,22. FelU to give pupils <^portUQl^y to. work 
out own problems or eveluecc their own 
work, , 

• , 

23. Reprlisends et length, ridicules,, resqrts 
to cruel or weenli^less foms of correc- 
tion. 

24. Falls* tot give help or gives It grudgingly. 



2-5. le unable to foresee eli resolve potential 
difficulties. 



Figure 2 (Continued) 
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GLOSSARY 



(To be used vith .classroom observation record.) 
Pupil Behaviors 
Apathetic-Alert Pupil Behavior ^ ; ^ * 

AP^th^tlc ^ , ' ^ ' ^ ^ • Alert 



1.* Listless* \ 

Boxfed**actingV. 
3,- Enter into ac^vities half-heartedly. 
4- Res^^less* ' ^ " ' 

5. Attention wanders..- 
'6. Slow in getting under way* 

2. Obstructive-Respohsibie Pupil Behavior^ 

- / , 

r 

Obstructive 



1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 



Appear anxious to recite participate 
Watch teacher -attentively. 
Work concentratediy. 
Seem to respond e.agerly. 
Prompt and r«fady to take part in 
activities when they .begin. 




1. Rude to one another and/or to teacher. 1. Courteous, co-operative, friendly 



2: Interrupting; demanding, attention; 

disturbing* * 
3* ObstinatdT: sullen.. 

4. Refusal tb participate. 

5. Quarrelsome; Irritalxle. 
6» Engaged in name-calling and /or 

tattling. ' 
7» .Unprepared ► 



' 3- Uncertain-Confitjent Pupil Behavior' 
* . Uncertain 

1. - Seem afraid to try; un&ure. 

2, Hesitant; restrained. 

3 • Appear embarrassed \ 
.4* Frequent display of nervous habits ^ 

• nallrbjtlng, ere* 
5* Appear shy and timid *4s^ 
,6. Hesitant jgid/or stammering speech* 

4* . Dei>endentTlnltiatjfng P^pil Behavior 

Dependent " '\ * ' 

ievt. • 1» 



- 2. 
3. 

ERIC 



Rely on teacher for explicit ' ' 

directions* > . • / . 
Shq^? little a1}ility to work things 
out for selves. ^ 
Unable to proceed when initiative 
called for,,. , 
Appea^r reluctant tb, take lead -or " 
to accept responsibility. 

..... - • ■ . no- 



with each other a^id with teacher. 
I. Complete assignments wijthout * 
complaining or unh&pRlness. 

3. Controlled voice's. ^ 

4. Received help and criticism* attentively* 
5.. Asked for help when needed* 

6. Orderly without' specific directions 

from teacher. ^ 
7* Prepared. 



< Conficient ' . ~ Z 

1. . Seem anxious to try new problems 

or activities* 

2. Undisturbed by mistakes* 

3. Volunteer to recite. 

4*"* Enter freely into activities* 
*5* Appear relaxed. 
6^ Speak- with aasurance* 



IftitiatlnR * ' ^ 

1* Volunteer, Ideas and suggestldna, 

2** Showfcd v^aTourcefulnesiB* 

3; Take I'^d willingly. 

4. Assume re,sponsibiliti^s without 

. evasion. ^ - ^ - , , 



5. A Part 



3. 
5. 




Teacher nehtviors 



'tacher Behavior 

Partial 

lighted a pupil, 
or criticized certain pupils 

gave a .pupiT apiciitl «dv^ 

tent^^n to one or ^ \ 

sjudice (favorable <^r un 
W)rabla) i;owarda aoac social, tri^> 
/ cxal. or rel^igioua groiipa^ 
, 6. /Expressed suapicion tff motives of a 
pupil. • /i 

/ • ' . ' 

Autocratlc-OcmocraClc ^eacher Behavior 
Autocratic j 

1. TeiJra pupiU each at^p to cake. :^ , ^ 

2. Intolerant of pupila '^ideaa. . * ' 

3. Mandatory in giving dirtctlonij ordtra 
to be obeyed ^t once, S . ^ 

A. Intwrupted pupila although- tjitir^ 

discussion was relevant. 
5. Always directed rather^ Chan partici- 
pated. 

7. Al,oot-Kesponsiv<f Teache^ Behavior ' 
Aloof 

1. Stji'i and tofmal in relations with 
pupiU.. 

2. Apart; reo\ovcd froa class activity. 

3. Oondescending CO pupils. 

4. Routine ahd subject matter only con- 
cern, pupils as personflf ignored. 

5. Retfin:.ed to pupil as "this, child" or 
• **thac child.*' ' 
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1. Treated all pupils* approximately equally. 

2. In caseof controversy pupil allowed to % 
exf^laln his side. 

3i Dialrlbuted attention to m^ny pupils.. 
^. Rotated leadership ^iapjirtially. 
5? ^ Baaed crljcrlciam or praise- .qn factual evi« 
dM^e, not hearsay. 



Democratic 

1. <?uidpd pupili wichouc being mandatory. 

2. Bxchang:ed ideas with 'pupiis. 

3. Encouraged (aakad for) pupil opinion.* ^ 

4. Encouraged pugila to make own decisions. 

5. Entered into activitita without danination. 



Retpontive 



U A4>prpachablW to all pupils. 

2, Participates in class activity,'' 

'3.^ Responded to reasonable requests and/or 
questions/ • 
A. ^Speaks to pupils as equals. ' 

3. Canaendd effort. 

6. Gives encouragement." 

7. Recognized individual differences* 



Rcacricted-Understanding Teacher Behavior 

) Restricted 

^. Rec^nfzed: only .academic acccctpllah- 
Bjcnts oi pupilta^ no coocf^rn for* per- 
sonal problems. 

2. Completely unsympathetic with a puplTs 

failure task. 

3. Called attention only' to very good or 

very poor work.^ 

4. Was Impatient with a pupil. 



Understai^dinf j 



1. Showed awareness of a p^pll'*8 peraqnal 

emotional problems and neada«. ^ ^ ^ 

2. Was tolerant of error on part-of pupil. 

3; Patient with a pupil bfyond o^din^ry limits 
of pacitnca* 

4. Showed what appeared tojie sincere sympathy 

x» with a .pupils* viewpoint. 




. Hi 



Figure iMCponcinued) 



9^ Harsti-Kindly Tether Behtviar 

- \ Harsh ' ' * . 

«• * 

I.' Hypercritical J faulc-'findiiig. - 

' ^"'^^^ * ' ' 

3. Depreciated puDiT. efforti::wa« - 

> sarcastic. ^ » . , 

4. Scolds a great d'eml. 

5# Lost temper ♦ aJ * , • • 

' 6. Used threats. » ' ■ 

^ 7. - Peraitted pupil, Uu9h'at.«ii.take8 
of others. 



10.- DulUstmulating Teacher Bshavior 
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I. Goes out of way to be pleasant and/or to 
help pupils; friendly. / / , 
.2. Give a pupi4 a d«M|fve<f coapLWt. 
3. Found good things'in pupils io call attan- 
tion tp,^ ^ ' ^ 

^ Seeoied to show sincere cloncern for a pUpil's 

personal problem, , / 

^ , ^\ Showed affection without beini? demonstra- 

^tive. " . ^ . " 

6. Disengaged self fro. a pupil with^c blunt- 
"^ness* 



% Pull 
k ^ ^ 

I. Uninceresting. monotonoifs explanations. 

^assignments provide little orjio 
-iotivation.^ * , Z^^- 

3. Is CO. provide challenge^ 
A. ^tack of anitaation. * 

I' It'^ll^^^^^^ capitallrg on pupM lnt.r.ests. 
Pedantic, boring. ^ 

7. Lacks enthusiasm;' bored acting. 



n. S'cei;ootyped-0i-igi^^ Teacher Behavior 



> i 

o StereotVped 



1. lUcd routine- procedtiires without v«ri«- 

'/ tvon.- -t 

2. Would not depart from procedure to take 
advantage of a relevant question or 
situation. - 

3. M'reaentation seemed unimaginative 
4.. Not resourceful in answering queationa . 

or providing explanation*^ 

l^ry Apathetic-Alert Teacher behavior ^ 



» •Stimulating 

^1. Itighly inttres ting prasanta tion; gets- and 
Isolds attention without btihg flashV. . 

2. CSIyer.and witty.^tfeugh not smart ^alecky, or 

wise-cracking. , 

3. Enthusiastic; animated. 

4. Aatfigtnents. challanting. 

5. Took advantage of pupil interests. 

6. Brought lesaon auccesafully 'tp a climax. 

7. Se^d tQ ^provoke thinking. * , 

4*' -» 



Original ^ 

^ ^' what' seemed , to be original and rola- " 

. ' devices CO aid instruction. 

- Tried new matarials or methods: * ^ 
J. Seemed .Ima'ginative and able to develop 
^ • presentation ar6und a question or Vitus- 
tlon* > ' , ^ ^ * 

R«ouifceful in answering- question; :w\any 
pertinent lllu^trationa avaiUble.^ ' 



' !. Apathetic . . ^, 

1. ^ Se^^med Uatlesa; languid; lacked 

enthusiasm. \ ' " 

2. Sertnad 1>ored by pupils. 

3. ?«ssive In response to pupila. 
, **' Seemed preoccupied." 

• 5. Attention aMMtd to wander. 

Sac tn chatr «ost of cima; cook no 
. active part In cI«m .ctivltlaa. 

O * . . • ' 

ERIC 7 • 



Alert > 

"U Appealed buoyant; wide-awake; enthusiastic 

.about activity d£ the ..oaent^ .. J 
^. . Kept constructively busy. 
3. pave iittentidn to.- and sa«»«d interested " 
/ , on io clais. ~ 

A. ?ro«pt to "pick up" claaa whe>« pupil,' at- 
ttption showed .ime of Uftli!. 



112 . , . 



^ 
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2 (Continued]^ 



9 . 



Uni«i>re«Siive-Attriiccive Teacher Behivlor 

!♦ • Uptidy or sloppily. dresMd^' 
2* Iiuppropriatcly dr««Md./ 
3» ^Drab, cplorleta. , /' 
4*, Potturrand bearing uni^t'trac|:ive* 
V I^'^IV^^^ <ii«tractlni personal habits. 
0. Hmbltdi inaudibU/ipiaohj llAltad 
; expreaaion;' dlaafratabla voica tona; 
\^poor Inflection* 

Evading^eaporiiibT^ Teacher Behavior " 

• Avoided reaponslbiiitjr;' dlaincllfied ♦ 

• CO mdke deciaiona. . . ' 
. "Passed the buck" to claaa, to other 

teachers, etc. . V 
Left learning' to pupil, failing to give 

adequate help. \ 
Let a jiifficult aituition get out of 
control'.^ , , 

Aaaighffienta and diractiofia Indifl^lta.- 
No inai^Unoe on alther lodividoal or 

groOp standarda. ^ 
Inattentive with. pupll^t . , 

Curaory. 

rratic-isteady Xaichar lehavlar 
trratlc ^ 

• liapulaive; uncioncrol^lad; taapcrMan^al * 
unateady. . , * 

Course of action eaaily stayed by 
circunatancat of tha omaiit^ 

. ilnconsiatent. 

« • 

<citable-Poiaed Teacher Behavior :^ • 

- Kxcitable 



' / Attractive • " ' . ' * 

U 'dean and neat. 

Well-groaaed; dreaa shoved good taste. 
J. Posture aod^ bearing attractive. ^ - 
r !f*! dlatracting personal habits.' 

.5. Plainly audible apiach; good expressions 
Agraaabla volca^tona; good Inflectloni 



Responsible 



^ I. Assumed reiiponsibillty; makca decisions a. 
requ*ired. 
v2. Qonscicntio^s. 

Punctual. 
A. Painstaking; careful. 
'5.- Suggested aids to learning. • 

6. - Cqntrolled^i difficult aituacion. ' * 

7. Cave definite dire«:Liscr . 

8. Called actent^fon to'atandarda of quality, • 
^ X 9. Attentive to^claaa. • 

10. Thorough. 



Steady 



1. Cal«; controlled. / 

2. Maintained progreaa toirard objective. 

3. Stable, conaia^ent, predictable. 



Poised 



Easily. disciu^ed and upa«£|. flua fared 

by ^lassrote situation.^* V- 
Hurried in claaa activitl^a^; spoka 

rapidly ualng aany worda and 
, gaaturea. i 
Wa% *'Juipy' ; .nervoua^v ^. . 

certain-Confidant Teacher Bihevlor 

SecMd unaure of aalf ; faltaringA 

heal tan t. • -^V, 

Appaared tl^id.and aliy^. ' 
Appeared ^rtif icial«T-\ 
Oiaturbed and aaibarraaaa^y ttiitakaa 
criticlaai., , 

E^-l < ■ 



1. ^ Seened at aaae at all tlaies'. \ 

2. Unc^rffled by situation Chat developed in. 

claaarooa; dignt/ied without being stiff 
'or fonnal. ^ - 

3. Unhurried In^ class activitiea; apoke ^ * 

quietly, and alowly. \ • 

;4. . Succeaafully diverted attention frocn\a ' 
. Stress aiCuatlon .lQ claaarooai. 




leased aura of aalf; aalf -confidant tn 
\^«ljttona with puplla. 
UfWiiArbad and uoe»barraafad*by aiatakea 

^nr .crittciaai« . \ 



■lid-. 




^Figure 2 (ConCinued) 
16 



) 



Diji*organized[-*Sy8t4eHClc''Teach«r B#h#vior 

, <» 

DlgorR«nited * ' 

1. No plan for class work. 

2. ' Unprepared. 

3. Objeccives not appsrenc> undtclded as 

CO next seep. 
4% Uasced tune. 

3. , Ekplanacions not co cha point* 

6. Eas^lly distracced-frooi nacter at hand. 



19« ^Inflexi»bleMdapcable. Teacher Behavior 
iQ'flexlble 



Rigid in conforming co routine. 

Made no accempc Co adapt aacarl^ls Co 
indtividual pupils. 

Appeared incapable of modifying ex* 
planaclon or activities Co vieet 
particular classroom ai-cuaclons* 

Impacienc vich Interrupclons and 

" digressions. 



20. Pesslmi6Clc-0pclmlstlc Teacher Behavior 
PesslMlstlc 



2. 
3. 
4. 



5. 



;es*s'ed; unhappy. 
Skepjcical, . 

Called atcendon to potential "bad.'* 
Expressed hopelafsnesa of "education 
today," *th€ school system, or fellov 
educators . ' * * * 

Noted mistakes; Ignored good points* 
Frowned a great deal; had unplaasapt 
facial expression* 



21. launature-Incegrated Teacher Behavior 
Immature 

1. Appeared naive In approach to class** 
loosi aituations. ^ 
§elf*pi tying; conplalntng; desiandlng. 
3/' Boast fuT; conceited. 

22t Narr.ow-Broad Teacher Behavlolr ♦ 



I. 



J. 
3. 

4. 



5. 
6. 



Narrow - "^^ 

Presentation strongly suggested ^ 
limited background In subject or 
material; lack of scholarship* 
Did not d^par^ fron text* 
Failed to enrich discuss ^ns with 

Illustrations ttxm mlated araast «. 
Shoirtd little evidence of breSKlth of 
, cultural background in such; araaa as 
# science, a^ts, litaratura, and hlsfcocy* 
Answers to pupils* questions in- 
complete or inaccurate* 
Noncvltlcal approach to subject* 



STtt^tic 

1. Evidence of a planned though flexible 

procedure . 

2. Well prepared. 

' 3. Careful in planning vlth pupils. 
4* Systematic about 'procedure of class. 
S* iHad antlcipNatad naads-v 

6. Provided reasonable explanations. 

7. Held dlacuaaion together; objectives 

* apparent* 



Adaptable 

1. Flexible in adapting explanations. , ^ 

2. Individualized materials for pupils as 

required; adapted activities to pupils. 

3. Took advant^tge pf pupils' questions ^o 

further clarify ideas. 
4« ' Met an unusual clasarooa situation pon- 
, petently* 



Optimi»tic ♦ 
.1 * * • '* 

Cheerful; good-natured* 
Denial. 

Joked wl'tt\ pupils on occasion. 
. Emphaalsad potential ''good*** 
Looked on bright aide; spoke optlnlstlcally 

of the future. 
Called attention to good points eaphasliad 
the positive. 



1.. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5* 



Integrated 

I.. Maintained* class as center of activity; kept 
self out of spotlight; referred to class's 
activities, not oim. 

.2* Emotionally well controlled. 



I. Presentation suggested good background in 
subject; igood scKoIarshlp suggested* 

2* Drev examples and txplanations fra« varioua 
sources a^id relat#d fields* 

3. ShcuMrd evidence ol broad cultural back- v 

ground in aciancti art» Utaratur«« / ' 
history, etc. 

4. * Gave satisfying, co«|ilatat and^accuraca 

ansMrs to quasCiocif * ^ 
5* Vaa constnictivaly critical in approach tort 
. > subject Mttar. ^ ^ ^ 
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Person Observei3_ 
Date : 



•Observer 
*ID No* 



TUCKMAN TEACHER FEEDBACK FORM (Short 





• ORIGINAL 


2. 


. PATIENT 




COLD 
• • 




HOSTILE 




' CftHATIVE 


6. 


INHIBITED 


7; 


ICONOCLASTIC 


' 8. 


GENTLE 


9.- 


UNFAIR 


10. 


CAPRICIOUS 


11. 


CAUTIOUS 


12. 


DISORGANIZED 


13. 


UNFRIENDLY 


14. 


RESOURCEFUL 


15. 


RES^ERVED 


16.1 > 


IMAGINATIVE 


17. 


ERRATIC 


18. 


AGGRESSIVE 



19. 


ACCEPTING (people) 


,,20. 




QUIET 


21. 




OUTGOING 


^ 22. 




IN CONTROL 


23. 




FLIGHTY 


24. 




DOMINANT 


25. 




OBSERVANT 


26. 




INTROVERTED 


27. 




ASSERTIVE 
TIMID 


2.8. 





^6 5 




.43 2*1^ 

COPYRIGHT © 1971 
Summary Fornula and ScorQ for the Four Dimension s 
. I . Creativity 

Item (1 + 5 + 7 + 16) 6 + 11 + 28) +. 18 



Form) ^ 
CON'VENTIONAL 
IMPATIENT 
WARM. 
^AMIABL^ 
ROUT^NllfBD**^ / 
UNINHIBITED 
RITUALISTIC 
HARSH 
FAIR 

PURPOSEFUL 
EXPERIMEfJTING 

organized' 

SOClABLP *. 
'UNt^E^RTAIN ' 
OUTSPOKEN . « • ' 
E)y^CTINGf 
SYSTEMATIC 
PASSIVE - ^ 
CRITICAL I ' 
BUBBLY ^ 
WITHDRAWN 
ON THE RUN 
CONSCIENTIOUS 
SUBfilSSlVE 
PREOCCUPIED 
EXTRA VERTED 
SOFT-SPOKEN 
ADVENTUROUS 



II 



III, 



Dynamism (dominance and energy) / 

Item (13 + 2*1 + 24 + 27) - (15 + 20 + 26) + 18 

( + _ + '+ ) - ,( + + ) +klS. = 

Organized^Demeanor (organization ^nd control) 

Item\.14 ^ 22 + 25) - (liO + 12 + 17 + 23) + 26 
, /'J— ^ " ^_ _ t*„) 26 = 

'IV.* Warmth and .Accepc ^nce 

*■ * 

Item' (2-^8^ 19)'-- U + 4 +, 9 + , 13) ^- 26 



( 



t . ) - ( 



) + 26 



ERIC 



Rci?^intod Trtm: ' ' - J. , ^ ^ ' - 

hi^ki'^nj), Urui-f V.i.ne. '"jho Tiirkj*^) ToaHu^r Feedback }-orni tVlTK)'". 
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